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A  STUDY  OF  ORGANIZATIONAL  "FRAMEWORK"  AND  "PROCESS"  MODALITIES 
FOR  THE  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  BUSINESS-LEVEL  STRATEGIES 

\  Abstract 

V 

Based  on  structuration  theory,  organization  framework  and  process  are 
proposed  as  two  modalities  for  implementing  intended  business-level 
strategies.  A  model  is  developed  in  which  the  components  of  these  two 
modalities  are  defined  and  related  to  the  implementation  of  low  cost  and 
differentiation  strategies.  The  implementation  of  fifty-seven  strategies  in 
integrated  circuits,  petroleum,  and  health  care  firms  are  used  to  test  the 
research  hypotheses.  The  findings  suggest  that  strategy  implementation  in 
these  firms  utilized  both  framework  and  process  structural  elements,  but  that 
a  different  implementation  gestalt  characterized  each  strategy.  Implications 
tor  strategy  implementat ion  and  for  structuration  theory  are  discussed. 


A  STUDY  OF  ORGANIZATIONAL  "FRAMEWORK"  AND  "PROCESS"  MODALITIES 
FOR  THE  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  BUSINESS-LEVEL  STRATEGIES 


How  are  business  level  strategies  implemented?  One  answer  is  that  top 
level  decision  makers  formulate  intended  strategies  which  are  then  implemented 
downward  through  the  organization  (Andrews,  1971;  Mintzberg,  1978).  The 
organization  is  presumed  to  move  ahead  in  deliberate  fashion,  with  senior 
policy  makers  sensing  the  environment  and  posing  intended  changes. 
Organizational  goals  are  clear  and  well-defined.  The  strategy  ultimately 
realized  by  the  organization  is  similar  to  the  strategy  intended  by  top 
management.  This  is  a  widely  held  view  of  strategy  making,  and  is  expected  to 
occur  in  machine  bureaucracies  and  other  organizations  characterized  by 
central  control  and  tight  coupling  (Mintzberg  and  Waters,  1985). 

Another  answer  is  that  strategies  are  not  implemented  at  all — they  emerge 
from  actions  taken  within  the  organization  (Mintzberg  and  Waters,  1985).  Each 
part  of  the  organization  is  presumed  to  make  decisions  autonomously  in 
response  to  environmental  pressures  (Weick,  1976).  For  example,  in 
adhocracies  and  loosely  coupled  organizations,  members  search  for  solutions  to 
their  own  problems,  and  each  new  solution  represents  an  incremental  change  in 
strategy  (Mintzberg  and  McHugh,  1985).  Overall  goals  are  ambiguous  and 
imprecise.  The  implemented  strategy  emerges  from  the  pattern  of  decisions  and 
actions  taken  throughout  the  organization. 

Deliberate  versus  emergent  strategies  represent  end  points  on  a  continuum 
of  strategy  making  (Mintzberg,  1978;  Mintzberg  and  Waters,  1985).  A  growing 
body  of  research  suggests  that  most  organizations  formulate  some  tvpe  of 
deliberate  strategy  which  is  then  implemented,  yet  there  has  been  little 
published  research  into  how  strategy  implementation  takes  place  (Gupta  and 
Govi ndarn j an ,  1984;  Higgins,  1983;  Bourgeois  and  Brodwin,  1984).  Research 
into  how  deliberate  strategies  are  implemented  lias  been  slow  to  emerge 
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compared  to  the  large  body  of  research  on  how  deliberate  strategies  are 
formulated.  The  purpose  of  the  research  reported  in  this  paper  is  to  explore 
how  intended  business  level  strategies  are  implemented  and  translated  into 
action  by  organizations.  This  paper  develops  a  model  of  strategy 
implementation  based  on  the  concept  of  organization  structure  as  a  duality 
(Benson,  1977;  Ranson,  Hinings  and  Greenwood,  1980).  The  implementation  of  57 
intended  low  cost  and  differentiation  business  strategies  were  analyzed  to 
test  whether  implementation  is  associated  with  changes  in  the  organization's 
structural  framework  or  underlying  interaction  processes. 

STRUCTURAL  FRAMEWORK  AND  PROCESS 

Organization  structure  is  usually  understood  to  imply  an  enduring 
configuration  of  tasks  and  activities.  Within  this  general  definition, 
organization  structure  has  been  defined  to  include  two  dimensions.  One 
dimension  of  structure  is  the  formal  configuration  of  roles  and  procedures, 
which  is  the  "framework"  of  the  organization  (Ranson,  et.  al.,  1980).  The 
other  dimension  is  the  pattern  of  interaction  "processes"  among  members,  which 
is  the  informal  structure  of  the  organization.  Recent  work  has  sought  to 
integrate  these  two  perspectives  into  a  unified  concept  of  structure 
(Bartunek,  1984;  Giddens,  1976;  Ranson,  et.  al.,  1980;  Willraott,  1981). 
Although  their  interdependence  is  important,  counterposing  the  perspectives 
illustrates  two  modalities  through  which  intended  strategic  changes  can  be 
implemented . 

The  framework  aspect  of  organization  structure  includes  rules. 


prescriptions  of  authority,  division  of  labor,  and  hierarchy  of  authority. 

The  concept  of  formal  structure  was  influenced  by  the  ideas  of  Weber  (1949), 
and  by  subsequent  work  on  the  formal,  impersonal  aspects  of  bureaucracy  (Blau 


and  Schoenherr,  1971;  Child,  1972;  Hall,  1963;  Pugh,  et.  al.,  1969). 
Structure  is  the  abstract,  formally  prescribed  relationships  that  constrain 


day-to-day  behavior.  Structure  exists  outside  human  behavior,  and  includes 
the  set  of  ruLes  and  expectations  that  specify  acceptable  conduct.  Structure 
is  a  blueprint  or  template  that  guides  member  behavior.  Each  department  and 
task  is  clearly  specified  and  connected  to  one  another.  Roles  locate  members 
in  positions  and  provide  them  with  an  articulated  set  of  expectations.  One 
metaphor  of  framework  is  the  organization  as  a  stage  play.  Actors  play 
assigned  parts  in  a  script  written  by  management. 

Additional  elements  of  the  organization's  framework  include  the 
subsystems  that  allocate  resources  and  reinforce  central  control  (Lorange  and 
Vancil,  1977;  Riley,  1983).  In  addition  to  the  standing  body  of  rule  books, 
procedures,  and  policies,  these  systems  include  budgets,  management 
information  systems,  technical  training  systems,  and  operational  controls  and 
reports  that  provide  for  resource  allocation  and  vertical  control  (Child, 

1984;  Daft  and  Macintosh,  1984). 

From  this  view  top  managers  implement  an  intended  strategy  by  changing 
tiie  rules,  revising  the  organizational  blueprint,  or  rewriting  the  script 
(Allen,  1979).  In  order  to  translate  a  strategy  into  action,  managers  may 
redefine  duties  and  roles,  reallocate  budget  resources,  enact  new  operational 
performance  criteria,  or  change  the  division  of  labor  and  task  specialization. 
Top  managers  change  the  formal  structure  to  implement  the  new  behaviors 
appropriate  to  the  new  strategy  (Chandler,  1962). 

The  process  aspect  of  structure  suggests  a  different  mode  of  strategy 
implementation.  Structure  is  the  emergent  yet  patterned  interactions  among 
members  that  exist  outside  the  rational  rules  and  roles  prescribed  by  the 
organization  (Giddens,  1976;  Ranson,  et  .  al.,  1 9H( )  1 .  This  view  ot  structure 
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arose  from  studies  that  discovered  the  importance  of  human  interactions  on 
organizational  outcomes  (Crozier,  1 96 A ;  Garfinkel,  1967  ;  Gouldner,  1955; 
Selznick,  1949).  The  importance  of  human  interaction  has  also  been  revealed 
in  the  metaphors  of  organizations  as  loosely  coupled  systems  (Weick,  1976)  and 
organizations  as  organized  anarchies  (Cohen,  March  and  Olsen,  1972;  March  and 
Olsen,  1976). 


An  important  element  of  this  view  is  the  concept  of  meaning,  and 


n 


organizational  "provinces  of  meaning"  (Ranson,  et.  al.,  1980).  Members  create 
provinces  of  meaning,  conceptual  schemes,  and  frames  of  reference  that  form 
the  basis  for  their  orientation  within  the  organization  (Schutz,  1972).  The 
available  body  of  knowledge  and  values  define  the  relative  worth  of  things  to 
organizational  groups  and  provide  continuity  of  understanding.  Provinces  of 
meaning  reflect  diverse  interests  among  groups,  so  the  process  of  bargaining, 
confrontation,  and  negotiation  ensues  (Lawrence  and  Lorsch,  1967).  Social 


! 


order  is  created  from  these  negotiations  and  social  interactions  (Strauss, 
1978). 

Organizations  are  webs  of  interaction  (Stryker  and  Statham,  1985). 

Without  interaction  and  shared  meaning  among  members,  behavior  in  the 
organization  would  be  random  and  disorganized.  Where  interactions  take  place 
and  meaning  is  assigned  and  consensus  achieved,  behavior  is  patterned  and 
regular  (Homans,  1961).  In  the  extreme  view,  the  organization  of  formal  roles 
does  not  "exist,”  but  is  created  and  recreated  in  the  minds  of  members  as  they 


interact  and  establish  new  organizational  meanings.  The  organization  is 
fluid,  not  static,  and  is  continuously  reconstructed  by  a  definitional  and 
interpretation  process  (Giddens,  1976;  Harris  and  Cronen,  1979).  The 
assignment  of  meaning  organizes  and  regularizes  members'  behavior  through  the 
identification  of  significant  symbols,  values,  and  understandings. 


iV-.v.'W*.  err.-*.'*  -J'  ■  JI  ' V  H."  V  '■L* TTTT^T} 


5 


In  this  view  top  managers  implement  an  intended  strategy  through  the 
creation  of  new  meaning#  Top  leaders  can  use  communications,  power,  and 
sanctions  to  transmit  new  ideas  and  values  (Giddens,  1976;  Willmott,  1981). 
Managerial  implementation  includes  the  creation  of  myth,  symbols,  and  labels 
(Pettigrew,  1979).  Managers  traffic  in  images,  and  the  appropriate 
implementation  role  is  evangelist  rather  than  accountant  or  engineer  (Weick, 
1979).  Policy  makers  need  ceremonial  skills  and  a  flair  for  the  dramatic 
(Pfeffer,  1981;  Trice  and  Beyer,  1984).  In  addition,  managers  can  create 
shifts  in  meanings  and  values  by  changing  the  mix  of  participants  through 
enforced  turnover  to  bring  in  new  intentions,  values,  and  frames  of  reference 
more  compatible  with  the  new  strategy  (March,  1981).  Significant  meanings 
take  on  an  almost  moral  quality,  and  the  use  of  power  and  sanctions  to  signal 
and  to  enforce  the  correct  values  can  be  used  by  both  managers  and  peers 
within  the  organization. 
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IMPLEMENTATION  MODALITIES 

The  dual  nature  of  organization  structure  means  that  two  avenues  o- 
modalities  exist  through  which  intended  strategies  can  be  implemented. 
Strategy  implementation  theory  and  research  t rad i tional ly  have  emphasized 
changes  in  tangible  framework  dimensions  that  are  part  of  a  firm's  formal 
structure  (Hrobiniak  and  Joyce,  1984;  Pitts,  1977).  Top  managers  have  the 
authority  to  allocate  resources  and  arrange  reporting  relationships  as  a 
primary  means  of  transforming  strategy  into  action  (Ruraelt,  1974).  Structure 
and  resources  are  considered  "tools"  because  implementation  is  portrayed  as 
technical  adjustments  in  the  formal  structural  and  support  systems  of  the 
organization  (Galbraith  and  Nathanson,  1978). 

The  organizational  framework  as  a  medium  of  strategy  implementat ion  is 
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illustrated  in  the  upper  portion  of  Figure  1.  The  organization's  structural 
framework  is  subdivided  into  two  components:  structure  and  systems.  Formal 
structure  is  the  formal  division  of  labor,  and  is  represented  by  two 
variables,  task  specialization  and  formalization.  Specialization  refers  to 
the  creation  of  additional  tasks  and  task  categories  as  a  means  of 
implementation.  Formalization  pertains  to  changes  in  written  rules  and 
procedures  that  govern  role  behavior.  Changes  in  formal  structure  have  been 
related  to  strategy  implementation  in  previous  research  (Daniels,  Pitts,  and 
Tretter,  1984;  Grinyer  and  Yasai-Ardekani ,  1981;  Horowitz  and  Thietart,  1982). 

Organizational  systems  are  the  means  for  allocating  and  redistributing 
organizational  resources.  Systems  are  a  formal  means  of  implementation 
because  top  managers  can  operationalize  strategy  through  established  budget, 
personnel,  evaluation  and  training  systems  (e.g.  Hambrick  and  Schecter,  1983). 
Implementing  a  strategy  through  the  budget  system  might  involve  an  increase  in 
budgeted  resources  for  market-related  tasks  such  as  advertising  or  promotion, 
or  for  operations-related  tasks  intended  to  improve  internal  production 
(Hambrick,  1983).  Implementation  through  the  evaluation  system  uses 
operational  reporting  systems  as  part  of  the  production  process  and  output 
management  (Daft  and  Macintosh,  1984).  Another  internal  system  is  for 
employee  training.  A  new  strategy  may  require  that  employees  be  retrained 
through  company  sponsored  technical  training  programs.  Skill  acquisition  by 
employees  is  considered  to  be  one  determinant  of  a  firm's  competitive  ability 
(Devanna,  Fombrun,  and  Tichy,  1981). 


Insert  Figure  1  about  here 


The  lower  portion  of  Figure  1  defines  the  modality  of  organizational 
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process.  In  comparison  to  framework,  organizational  process  pertains  to 
actions  or  events  that  are  episodic  and  attributable  to  individuals  rather 
than  to  systemic  organization  wide  actions  (Giddens,  1976).  Empirical 
evidence  suggests  that  process  dimensions  play  an  important  role  in 
maintaining  organizational  stability  (Meyer,  1982b)  and  in  contributing  to 
organizational  change  (Mackenzie,  1986;  Quinn  and  Cameron,  1981). 
Organizational  processes  in  Figure  1  are  subdivided  into  interaction  and 
sanction  components.  Interaction  is  the  information  processing  behavior  in 
organizations.  Information  processing  includes  the  written  or  oral 
communications  by  top  management  describing  the  instrumental  value  of  the 
strategy  to  be  implemented.  These  communications  include  public  statements, 
speeches  to  employees,  or  written  materials  explaining  a  strategy  and  the 
reason  for  it.  Other  communications  are  employee  conversations  and  the  use  of 
symbolic  mechanisms  and  rich  media  to  express  values  as  well  as  the 
instrumental  meaning  of  the  intended  strategy  (Daft  and  Lengel,  1984).  These 
communications  would  include  the  creation  of  slogans,  or  informal  talks  with 
employees  to  encourage  changes  in  understanding  and  values  to  accept  new 
strategic  behaviors. 

Another  aspect  of  interaction  in  Figure  1  is  the  concept  of  idea 
champion.  This  pertains  to  the  activity  of  an  employee  outside  the 
requirements  of  formal  job  descriptions.  Champions  take  on  responsibility  to 
promote  changes  in  which  they  believe.  New  strategies  not  easily  programmed 
through  the  formal  hierarchy  can  become  lost  in  the  organization  unless  a 
champion  provides  the  focus  of  attention  and  energy  needed  to  change  meaning 
and  values  for  acceptance  within  the  organization.  Champions  have  been  noted 
for  technology  innovation  (Maidique,  1980),  new  venture  creation  (Burgelman, 
1981),  capital  budgeting  (Bower,  1972),  and  the  implementation  of  both 
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administrative  and  educational  changes  (Daft  and  Becker,  1978;  Daft  and 
Bradshaw,  1981).  Champions  for  a  strategy  are  senior  managers  that  work  to 
bring  about  changes  in  shared  meaning  and  to  build  consensus  concerning  the 
new  strategy. 

The  second  major  component  of  the  process  modality  in  Figure  1  is 
sanctions.  Sanctions  are  the  use  of  power  to  provide  support  to  new  meanings 
and  actions.  Two  uses  of  sanctions  are  proposed  in  Figure  1:  turnover  and 
rewards.  Turnover  may  be  initiated  by  superiors  through  demoting,  firing,  or 
easing  employees  out  of  the  firm  as  a  way  to  attain  agreement  and  alignment  of 
meanings  and  values  within  the  organization.  Dissidents  are  let  go.  New 
people  may  be  hired  who  are  compatible  with  the  intended  strategy. 

Subordinates  may  contribute  to  sanctioning  in  the  form  of  resignations.  Some 
employees  may  quit  if  they  disagree  with  a  new  course  of  action.  Monetary  and 
nonmonetary  rewards  are  ways  of  using  sanctions  to  reinforce  new  behaviors  in 
organizations.  Rewards  include  promotions,  bonuses,  salary  increases,  letters 
of  recommendation,  citations,  and  public  awards.  Rewards  provide  both  direct 
and  symbolic  approval  of  actions  or  behaviors.  Together,  interaction  and 
sanctions  are  the  behavioral  manifestation  of  organization  process. 

In  summary,  the  framework  in  Figure  1  defines  components  of 
organizational  framework  and  process  that  may  be  used  to  implement  intended 
organizational  strategies.  The  Figure  1  framework  provides  a  way  to 
understand  the  diversity  of  implementation  mechanisms  within  organizations  and 
why  implementation  may  occur  through  the  reshaping  of  the  formal  blueprint  or 
through  the  creation  of  new  meaning  and  values  within  the  organization. 


RESEARCH  HYPOTHESES 

The  purpose  of  this  research  was  to  determine  how  business  level 
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strategies  are  implemented.  Business  level  strategies  can  be  roughly  divined 
into  two  generic  classifications:  low  cost  and  differentiation  (Hall,  198<'; 
Miles  and  Snow,  1978).  Low  cost  strategy  refers  to  competitive  effort  to 
reduce  a  firm's  operating  cost  so  that  its  product  can  be  sold  at  a  low  price 
relative  to  competitors.  Differentiation  strategy  is  an  attempt  to 
distinguish  a  firm's  product  by  providing  special  product  attributes  that 
clients  will  value  (Porter,  1980).  Low  cost  and  differentiation  strategies 
have  been  reported  as  basic  methods  of  competing  in  several  studies  of 
business  level  strategies  (Anderson  and  Zeithaml,  1984;  Woo  and  Cooper,  1980). 

Low  cost  strategy.  Low  cost  strategies  are  often  found  in  markets  where 
commodity- like  products  and  price  sensitive  buyers  collectively  pressure  firms 
to  engage  in  price  competition  (Porter,  1980).  Khandwalla  (1973)  reported 
that  price  competition  was  not  associated  with  changes  in  top  management 
authority  and  control  structures.  One  explanation  is  that  price  competition 
and  the  resulting  low  cost  strategy  are  rather  routine  and  well  understood. 


Required  changes  are  within  the  firm  and  under  management's  control.  For  some 
firms,  price  competition  may  be  a  primary  method  of  competing.  A  new  round  of 
price  fluctuations  is  likely  to  be  viewed  as  a  familiar  strategic  problem. 

If  price  competition  is  considered  to  be  a  familiar  event  and  within  the 
firm's  repertoire,  firms  either  have  or  are  likely  to  develop  a  systematic 
response  to  it.  An  intended  change  iu  low  cost  strategy  may  be,  in  effect,  a 
programmable  decision  that  is  implemented  by  activating  organizational 
routines  that  are  already  operational  rather  than  by  creating  a  new 
organizational  structure  or  province  of  meaning.  The  low  cost  strategy  can  be 
implemented  through  extant  systems,  such  as  budget,  operational  expenditures, 
and  plant  performance  evaluations.  This  logic  suggests  the  following 
hypotheses : 


Hypothesis _ \j.  The  implement  ati  on  of  low  cost  strategy  will 

not  be  associated  with  changes  in  organizational  structure. 

Hypothesis  2;  The  implementation  of  low  cost  strategy  will 
be  associated  with  the  use  of  organizational  systems. 

Assuming  that  intended  changes  in  low  cost  strategy  are  relatively  well 
understood,  the  organization  may  also  make  use  of  the  process  modality  for 
implementation.  Well  understood  strategic  changes  can  be  readily  assigned  to 
organizational  departments  without  first  having  to  interpret  and  make  sense  of 
novel  or  ambiguous  circumstances  (Weick,  1979).  Alterations  in  the  underlying 
meaning  and  value  system  of  organizational  members  is  unnecessary.  A  low  cost 
strategy  does  not  entail  a  major  shift  in  strategic  direction.  The  Important 
element  of  process  is  to  reinforce  the  low  cost  procedures.  By  both  signaling 
and  sanctioning  the  value  of  intended  lower  costs,  future  circumstances  can  be 
handled  in  a  similar  fashion  (Fiol  and  Lyles,  1985).  This  reasoning  suggests 
that  intended  low  cost  strategies  will  be  implemented  through  sanctions  but 
not  through  the  use  of  interaction  in  the  Figure  1  model. 

Hypothesis  3:  The  implementation  of  low  cost  strategy  will 
not  be  associated  with  the  use  of  organizational 
interaction. 

Hypothesis  4:  The  Implementation  of  low  cost  strategy  will 
be  associated  with  the  use  of  organizational  sanctions. 

The  hypothesized  implementation  of  low  cost  strategy  is  analagous  to  the 
'•oncept  ot  single-loop  learning  proposed  by  Argyris  and  Schoen  (1978). 
Single-loop  learning  occurs  when  organizations  make  modest  changes  in 
operating  techniques  within  the  extant  framework  of  norms,  values,  and  member 
beliefs.  Intended  low  cost  strategies  are  hypothesized  to  be  processed 
through  existing  systems  and  sanctioning  mechanisms  in  the  Figure  1  model. 

Differentiation  strategy.  Differentiation  strategies  are  frequently 


employed  in  markets  with  diverse  customer  needs  where  produce  differences  .ire 
important  (Porter,  1980).  Product  competition  is  nonroutine  in  that  product 
obsolescence  occurs  at  a  variable  rate  and  new  products  emerge  from  divergent, 
previously  unrecognized  firms  (Jewkes,  Sawers,  and  Stillerman,  1958) - 
Intended  differentiation  strategies  are  based  on  efforts  to  understand  a 
complex  and  changing  environment,  so  the  firm  creates  new  and  distinct 
products  to  meet  anticipated  and  changing  environmental  needs.  Successful  new 
product  development  requires  linkages  between  the  marketplace  and  the 
organization,  as  well  as  coordination  among  functional  departments  within  the 
organization  (Mansfield  and  Wagner,  1975;  Miller  and  Frlesen,  1984).  The 
quality  of  these  linkages  may  be  determined  by  a  firm's  systems  (Khandwalla, 
1973)  or  formal  structure  (Pfeffer  and  Leblebici,  1973).  Moreover,  new  or 
differentiated  products  may  require  the  establishment  of  a  new  department  and 
new  jobs,  and  the  reallocation  of  resources  away  from  traditional  activities 
into  these  new  departments  (Miles  and  Snow,  1978).  Differentiation  strategies 
thus  tend  to  be  non’outine,  and  are  expected  to  be  implemented  through  both 
components  of  the  organization's  structural  framework. 

Hypothesis  5:  The  implementation  of  differentiation 
strategy  will  be  associated  with  changes  in  formal 
organization  structure. 

Hypothes i s  6:  The  implementation  of  differentiation 
strategy  will  be  associated  with  the  use  of  organization 
systems . 

The  nonroutine  aspect  ot  an  intended  dif ferentiation  strategy  means  that 
it:  may  create  novel  and  unclear  conditions  for  members,  and  upset  traditional 
understandings  within  the  organization.  The  correct  action  is  not  clear 
because  no  organizat ional  routine  exists  to  handle  the  intended  strategic 
change.  To  gain  compliance,  management  may  seek  to  construct  new  meaning 


within  the  organization  (Daft  and  Ueick,  1984;  Weiek,  1979).  Management  will 
interpret  the  environment  and  communicate  this  interpretation  through  the 
organization  to  reduce  equivocality  and  provide  clarity  and  direction  for 
employees  (Daft  and  Lengel,  1986).  Negotiation  and  consensus  building  may 
occur.  The  creation  of  new  meaning,  and  the  reinforcement  of  a  value  for 
product  differentiation  will  involve  both  symbolic  acts  and  organizational 
sanctions  (Pfeffer,  1981).  Both  formal  and  informal  communications  can  signal 
the  new  meanings  to  employees;  champions  may  be  engaged  to  build  consensus  and 
gain  agreement.  Moreover,  sanctions  may  be  used  to  reinforce  the  intended 
strategy  by  layoffs  and  by  rewarding  behaviors  congruent  with  the  new  strategy 
and  new  values. 

Hypothesis  7:  The  implementation  of  differentiation 
strategy  will  be  associated  with  the  use  of  organizational 
Interactions . 

Hypothesis  8:  The  implementation  of  differentiation 
strategy  will  be  associated  with  the  use  of  organizational 
sanct ions . 

In  terms  of  the  organizational  learning  model  proposed  by  Argyris  and 
Schoen  (1978),  the  implementation  of  a  differentiation  strategy  is  similar  to 
double-loop  learning.  Double-loop  learning  cuts  deeper  into  the  organization 
than  single-loop  learning,  and  involves  the  restructuring  of  organizational 
norms,  assumptions,  and  meanings  to  be  congruent  with  the  larger  change  in 
organizational  strategy.  The  implementation  of  an  intended  differentiation 
strategy  is  therefore  hypothesized  to  bo  associated  with  the  use  of  ail  tour 
components  of  the  two  implementation  modalities  proposed  in  Figure  1. 

Integrating  modalities.  Each  hypothesis  thus  far  has  treated  the 
tr  iM'Work  and  process  modalities  as  independent  elements  of  structure,  an.:  bis 
posited  discrete  correlations  between  intended  strategy  and  structure 


absence  of  research  led  to  the  decision  to  undertake  a  pilot  study  to  ground 
the  theoretical  concepts  in  the  real  world  of  organizations  (Glaser  and 
Strauss,  1967),  and  to  learn  whether  procedures  for  identifying  strategic 
decisions  and  implementation  procedures  were  feasible. 

The  pilot  study  included  open-ended  interviews  with  the  chief  executives 
of  two  banks,  one  hospital,  and  one  newspaper.  The  executives  were  asked 
several  questions  about  how  strategies  were  developed  and  put  into  operation. 
The  executives  described  implementation  in  terms  of  budget  allocations; 
structural  changes  such  as  creating  new  jobs;  frequent  communications, 
especially  to  gain  support  for  the  new  strategy;  and  rewards.  For  example, 
the  strategy  described  by  the  newspaper  chief  executive  was  the  change  from  an 
evening  to  a  morning  newspaper.  This  represented  a  major  shift  in  philosophy 
toward  becoming  an  aggressive  competitor.  The  shift  to  a  morning  newspaper 
included  expanded  news  coverage  and  the  use  of  color.  This  strategy  was  rated 
as  differentiation  rather  than  low  cost,  and  involved  the  use  of  several 
implementation  techniques  described  in  the  Figure  1  model.  The  depth  of  the 
change  was  illustrated  by  the  turnover  of  more  than  60  percent  of  the  paper's 
division  heads.  Some  were  fired;  others  left  because  they  refused  to  accept 
the  new  philosophy.  The  interviews  with  the  four  executives  provided 
tentative  support  for  the  concept  of  implementation  as  a  complex  phenomenon 
that  could  include  changes  along  several  framework  and  process  dimensions. 

Samp le 

Three  industries  were  selected  for  the  research  project.  Petrochemical, 
integrated  circuits,  and  health  care  industries  were  considered  favorable 
settings  for  data  collection  because  each  was  characterized  by  some 
environmental  change  during  the  years  prior  to  the  study.  Environmental 


change  is  likely  to  induce  some  type  of  competitive  action  (Steiner,  1979). 
Health  care  firms  were  experiencing  increased  competition  between  community 
controlled  and  investor  owned  institutions;  petrochemical  firms  were  faced 
with  an  oversupply  of  feed  stock,  declining  prices,  and  a  wave  of  takeovers; 
and  integrated  circuits  firms  were  simultaneously  engaged  in  developing  new 
markets  for  products  and  attending  to  increased  price  competition  from 
international  competitors.  The  size  of  the  organizations  varied  from  a  very 
small  (23  employees)  entrepreneurial  integrated  circuit  firm  to  a  very  large 
(over  10,000  employees)  petrochemical  firm.  Gulf,  Tracor,  and  Parkland 
Memorial  Hospital  were  some  of  the  larger  organizations  whiie  the  smaller 
organizations  included  ITR  Petroleum,  Intermedics,  and  Raleigh  Hills  Hospital. 
A  total  of  60  business  units  were  included  in  the  study,  20  from  each 
industry. 

Within  each  firm  an  interview  was  held  with  a  top  manager  in  a  position 
to  be  familiar  with  the  firm's  strategy  and  its  implementation.  Top  managers 
in  the  smaller  firms  held  titles  such  as  chief  executive  officer,  president, 
and  hospital  administrator.  Top  managers  interviewed  in  the  larger 
organizations  held  titles  such  as  chief  operating  officer,  senior  vice 
president  in  charge  of  strategic  planning,  and  head  of  business  planning  and 
development.  Managers  were  contacted  by  telephone  to  request  their 
participation  in  the  research  and  to  ensure  that  the  executives'  title 
reflected  their  actual  responsibility.  These  top  managers,  60  key  informants, 
were  the  source  of  the  research  data.  Personal  interviews  were  held  in  the 
office  of  the  respondents.  This  provided  an  opportunity  to  answer  questions 
and  ensure  mutual  understanding  about  the  strategy  making  process.  A  single 
interviewer  gathered  data  from  all  respondents. 

A  comment  on  the  use  of  single  key  informants  is  appropriate.  Key 
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informants  are  a  useful  source  of  information,  especially  in  strategy  research 
where  access  to  top  level  decision  makers  is  limited.  Seidler  (1974)  reported 
that  single  key  informants  are  a  valid  source  of  organizational  data  when  the 
questions  pertain  to  objective,  noncontroversial  events.  Huber  and  Power 
(1985)  noted  weaknesses  in  this  approach  and  suggested  several  guidelines  for 
improving  the  accuracy  of  retrospective  data  from  key  informants.  Key 
informant's  bias  may  be  a  problem  when  the  individual  is  emotionally  involved, 
does  not  have  access  to  information,  or  displays  low  motivation  to 
participate.  Informant  bias  can  be  reduced  by  clear  and  well  framed 
questions,  and  by  a  questionnaire  with  good  psychometric  properties.  This 
project  made  every  attempt  to  reduce  the  opportunity  for  informant  bias.  The 
participants  were  volunteers  and  without  exception  expressed  a  strong 
motivation  to  talk  about  their  firm's  strategy.  No  method  of  assessing 
emotional  involvement  was  developed,  but  the  questions  pertained  to  objective, 
nonemotional  aspects  of  the  organization.  Access  to  accurate  information  was 
a  problem  for  three  respondents  who  were  not  familiar  with  the  strategy, 
implementation,  or  both.  The  data  from  these  respondents  were  dropped  from 
the  study,  reducing  the  sample  to  57.  Psychometric  properties  of  the 
questionnaire,  discussed  below,  were  considered  acceptable. 

Strategic  decisions.  The  initial  part  of  the  interview  consisted  of 
open-ended  questions  that  asked  the  informant  to  describe  an  important 
strategic  decision  that  was  made  and  acted  upon  during  the  previous  four 
years.  The  informant  was  sked  to  think  in  terms  of  a  specific  strategic 
incident  that  was  intended  to  alter  the  firm's  relationship  with  its 
environment,  and  required  the  cooperation  of  at  least  two  departments  to 
implement  or  operationalize  it.  Based  on  this  discussion  all  respondents  were 


•hi'-  to  identity  a  significant  strategic  decision  th.tt  was  relevant  to  the 
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purpose  of  the  research.  Twelve  examples  ot  strategic  decisions,  lour  I  rum 
each  industry,  are  listed  in  Table  1. 


Insert  Table  1  about  here 


During  this  part  of  the  interview  the  respondent  was  also  asked  to 
classify  the  strategic  decision  according  to  low  cost  and  differentiation 
properties.  The  assumption  was  that  low  cost  and  differentiation  strategies 
are  not  mutually  exclusive.  Recent  thinking  suggests  that  both  can  be  pursued 
simultaneously  (Dess  and  Davis,  1984;  Hambrick,  1983;  Miller  and  Friesen, 
1984).  Since  a  specific  strategy  may  contain  elements  of  both  low  cost  and 
differentiation,  two  scales  were  developed  and  the  intended  strategy  was  rated 
along  each  scale.  These  two  scales  provided  data  on  the  "intended"  low  cost 
or  differentiation  outcome  of  the  strategy.  Strategic  decisions  could  be 
rated  as  important  on  one  scale  and  not  on  the  other,  as  important  on  both 
strategy  scales,  or  as  unimportant  on  both  scales.  The  intended  strategy 
identified  by  the  rating  procedure  for  twelve  example  strategies  are  in  the 
right  hand  column  of  Table  1. 

Table  2  shows  a  breakdown  of  the  distribution  of  competitive  decisions 
across  the  two  scales.  Fourteen  intended  strategies  were  low  cost,  and 
twenty-six  were  d i f t eren t ia t ion .  Ten  strategies  were  intended  to  both  lower 
cost  and  differentiate  products,  while  seven  decisions  were  rated  as  not 
important  on  either  dimension. 


Insert  Table  2  about  here 


The  pattern  of  strategies  in  Table  2  lends  some  face  validity  to  the 
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TABLE  1 


SELECTED  COMPET IT [VE  EVENTS  DESCRIBED  BY  KEY  INFORMANTS 


INTHGTRATEP  CIRCUITS 

.  Change  Co  an  OEM  supplier  of  voice  recognition 
components  from  an  independent  supplier  of 
voice  recognition  equipment  to  end  u^  s 

.  Build  an  electronics  plant  that  uses  robotics 
and  collaborative  management 

.  Produce  and  sell  entire  electronic  systems 
rather  than  individual  electronic  components 

.  Cancel  a  line  of  home  computers 


STRATEGY  TYPE 
.  Differentiation 


Low  Cost  &  Differ¬ 
entiation 

Differentiation 


Low  Cost 
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PETROLEUM 

.  Build  additional  refining  capacity  to  handle 
low  grade  crude  oil 

.  Participation  in  synthetic  fuel  development 

.  Sell  natural  gas  through  the  spot  market 

.  Sell  a  group  of  marginally  profitable  retail 
outlets 

HEALTH  CARE 

.  Change  to  a  drug  dependency  hospital  from  a 
short  term,  acute  care  facility 

•  Add  a  special  unit  for  bulimia 

Develop  a  children's  specialty  unit 

.  Enlarge  a  widely  recognized  specialtv  burn  unit 


Low  Cost 

Differentiation 
Low  Cost 
Low  Cost 


Differentiation 

Di f  f e  rent iat ion 

Differentiation 

Low  Cost  &  Differ¬ 
ent  iation 


V  v 

/.VC 


V,V, 


**■'*! 

r>:- 

n-v- 

vs: 

V'. 

& 


A  .*> 

-  H  '  . 

■.  -4 


tmTMv.'.v  v  k*  o  v-txts 


**  t*;  ^  tv^-^k  f*  "t*  w«  ^  'r.  wv*^  wv»v 


*  .  *  . 


TABLE  2 

STRATEGIES  UNDERTAKEN  IN  THREE  INDUSTRIES 


STRATEGY 
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Low  Cost  and 

Neither  Low  Cost  or 
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INDUSTRY 

Integrated 

Low  Cost 

Differentiation 

Differentiation 

Differentiation 

Tota  Is 

Circui ts 

5 

9 

3 
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19 

Petrochemical 
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4 

A 

3 

19 

> _ j 

'.V./ .. 

Health  Care 
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rating  procedure.  Some  strategies  are  more  likeLy  to  be  undertaken  than 
others  in  a  specific  industry  (Hatten,  Schendel,  and  Cooper,  1978;  Porter, 
1980).  The  petrochemical  industry,  for  example,  is  dominated  by  commodity 
products.  The  lack  of  differentiable  products  suggests  that  firms  are  more 
likely  to  exhibit  strategic  decisions  that  emphasize  lower  costs.  Hospitals, 
on  the  other  hand,  were  constrained  from  competing  on  a  low  cost  basis  because 
costs  were  traceable  to  constituent  groups  over  which  administrators  had 
little  authority,  such  as  physicians,  insurance  companies,  and  regulatory 
agencies.  Health  care  institutions  were  offering  new  products  with  higher 
profit  margins  in  less  competitive  markets.  Integrated  circuits  depended  on 
both  differentiated  products  and  lower  costs.  Many  integrated  circuits  firms 
were  differentiating  their  products  in  some  lines,  but  several  executives 
stated  that  their  firms  were  addressing  price  competition  by  making  decisions 
in  tune  with  low  cost  strategy. 

Implementation  Questionnaire 

A  series  of  closed  ended  questions  were  developed  to  measure  the  concepts 
of  task  specialization,  formalization,  training,  evaluation,  champions, 
rewards,  information  processing,  resource  allocation,  turnover  and  rewards. 

The  closed  ended  questions  were  developed  from  the  pilot  study  interviews  with 
chief  executive  officers  and  from  written  sources  that  described  strategy 
implementation  (Galbraith  and  Nathanson,  1978;  Hambrick,  1983;  Hrebiniak  and 
Joyce,  1984).  After  the  questions  were  deemed  to  be  clear  and  understandable, 
they  were  pilot  tested  with  a  chief  executive  officer  and  a  health  care 
researcher  not  previously  involved  in  the  research.  The  pilot  test  included 
the  entire  procedure  of  identifying  a  strategic  critical  incident  and  going 
through  the  list  of  thirty-five  closed  ended  questions  about  implementation. 
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The  questions  were  revised  based  on  the  pilot  test.  Mindful  that 
questionnaires  can  be  a  source  of  inaccuracy  in  key  informant  studies  (Huber 
and  Power,  1985),  each  variable  scale  was  assessed  for  construct  validity. 

Two  ways  of  establishing  scale  validity  are  factor  analysis  and  reliability 
coefficients  (Mitchell,  1985). 

Factor  analysis.  Each  scale  had  to  be  factor  analyzed  separately  because 
the  total  number  of  observations  was  not  sufficient  to  permit  simultaneous 
analysis  of  all  questionnaire  items.  For  several  scales,  the  factor  analysis 
supported  the  original  written  questions  that  were  inductively  derived.  These 
scales — specialization,  formalization,  training,  and  champions — each  loaded  on 
a  single  factor.  The  questionnaire  items  and  loadings  after  varimax  rotation 
for  each  scale  are  displayed  in  Table  3. 


Insert  Table  3  about  here 


For  other  scales,  the  factor  analysis  indicated  two  subscales  for  the 
theoretical  construct.  Analysis  results  for  resource  allocation,  information 
processing,  rewards,  and  turnover  are  displayed  in  Table  4.  The  two  factors 
derived  from  resource  allocation  appear  to  represent  an  internal-external 
dichotomy.  A  concern  for  external  clients  and  markets  loaded  on  one  factor 
while  employees  and  equipment,  which  pertain  to  internal  operations,  loaded  on 
the  other  factor.  The  internal-external  emphasis  of  resource  allocation  is 
consistent  with  Miles  and  Snow's  (1978)  prospector  and  defender  organization 
types.  Factor  analysis  of  information  processing  items  yielded  two  subscales. 
The  two  subscales  appear  to  represent  different  levels  of  communication 
formality,  a  distinction  that  has  been  reported  by  Daft  and  Lengel  (1984). 

The  two  factors  derived  from  the  reward  items  seem  to  represent  monetary  and 
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TABLE  3 


FACTOR  ANALYSIS  FOR  SCALES  WITH  A  SINGLE  FACTOR 


Champions  Scale 

People  who  really  went  out  of  their  way  to  implement  strategy  by: 


working  after  hours 

coming  up  with  creative  solutions  to  problems 
reducing  conflict 
coalescing  support 


.84 

.79 

.72 

.68 
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ITEMS 

LOADINGS 

•v>> 

Specialization  Scale 

^  V.*-1 

New  jobs  requiring  technical  skills 

.88 

New  jobs  requiring  administrative  skills 

.83 

*\z-. 

Special  job  descriptions  necessary 

.72 

53 

Formalization  Scale 

53 
•  *  *  •  ■ 

New  or  revised  written  procedures  for: 

purchasing 

.83 

m 

stocking  inventory 

.70 

y./v 

media  advertising 

.63 

55: 

quality  control 

.62 
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equipment  maintenance 

.77 
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Training  Scale 
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Number  of  individuals  trained  to: 
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use  specialized  equipment 

.84 

f  i » 

improve  equipment  maintenance 

.84 

do  their  jobs  more  efficiently 

.86 
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nonmonetary  rewards,  which  ire  consistent  with  the  motivational  concepts  m 
extrinsic  and  intrinsic  rewards  (Pinder,  1984).  Finally,  the  turnover  scale 
also  resulted  in  two  factors.  One  factor  measures  whether  employees  are 
intentionally  removed  from  employment,  presumably  because  they  are  not 
considered  adequate  performers.  Demoting,  firing,  and  easing  people  out  of 
the  firm  is  consistent  with  Meyer's  (1982a)  finding  that  executives  use 
strategic  change  as  an  opportunity  to  rid  themselves  of  unwanted  employees. 
Layoffs  and  quits,  the  second  dimension  displayed  in  Table  4,  appear  to  be 
unrelated  to  performance. 


Insert  Table  4  about  here 


High  factor  loadings  suggest  that  each  item  in  a  scale  tap  a  similar 
construct.  Factor  loadings  for  the  a  priori  scales  and  the  derived  scales  in 
Tables  3  and  4  are  considered  acceptable  for  exploratory  research  (Nunnally, 
1978).  Where  a  priori  scales  represented  one  factor,  they  were  left  intact. 
New  subscales  were  used  to  measure  theoretical  constructs  whenever  factor 
analysis  indicated  the  presence  of  subscales.  Transformation  from  the 
theoretical  constructs  displayed  in  Figure  1  to  the  factor  analysis  derived 
scales  used  in  the  data  analysis  is  displayed  in  Table  5. 


Insert  Table  3  about  here 


Inter-item  reliability  reported  in  terms  of  Cronbach  alpha  are  in  Table 
6.  Table  6  shows  each  variable,  the  number  of  items  measuring  the  variable, 
and  the  reliability  of  each  multi-item  scale.  Variable  scales  range  from  a 
low  of  .41  to  a  high  of  .88  with  most  of  the  scales  measured  at  or  above  .60. 
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FACTOR  ANALYSIS  EOK  OTHKK  SCALES 


ITEMS 

FACTOR  I 

FACTOR  2 

LOADINGS 

LUADINGS 

Resource  Allocation  Scale 

Market  Related  Expenditures 

Market  Research 

.84 

-.09 

Quality  Control 

.78 

.24 

Operations  Related  Expenditures 

Salaries 

-.03 

.78 

Efficient  Equipment 

.14 

.76 

Information  Processing  Scale 

Formal  Communication 

Employee  Speeches 

.87 

-.10 

Community  Speeches 

.81 

.29 

Informal  Communication 

Employee  Talks 

-.11 

.86 

Slogans 

.30 

.77 

Rewards  Scale 

Monetary  Rewards 

Promot ions 

.83 

.17 

Bonuses 

.82 

.09 

Salary  Increases 

.72 

.28 

Nonmonetary  Rewards 

Ci tat  ions 

.  1  t 

.93 

Informal  Recognition 

.28 

.86 

Turnover  Scale 

Performance  Related  Turnover 

Demotions 

.85 

-.05 

Firings 

.81 

.  1  6 

Easing  Out 

.72 

.42 

Not  Performance  Related  Turnover 

Layoffs 

-.01 

.93 

Quit 
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TABLE  5 


REFORMULATION  OF  IMPLEMENTATION  SCALES 


BASED  ON  FACTOR  ANALYSIS 


Theoretical  Construct 


Specialization 


Formalization 


Resource  Allocation 


Evaluation 


Training 

Information  Processing 


Champions 


Rewards 


Turnover 


Original  Scales 


Specialization 


Formalization 


Resource  Allocation 


Client  Type  Evaluation 
Plant  Use  Evaluation 
Post  Sales  Service 

Evaluation 

Training 

Information  Processing 


Champions 


Rewards 


Turnover 


Reformulated  Scales 


Specialization 

Formalization 

Market  Related 

Expenditures 
Operations  Related 
Expenditures 

Client  Type  Evaluation 
Plant  Use  Evaluation 
Post  Sales  Service 
Evaluation 

Training 

Formal  Communication 
Informal  Communication 

Champions 

Monetary  Rewards 
Nonmonetary  Rewards 

Performance  Related 
Turnover 

Not  Performance  Related 
Turnover 


Cronbach  alphas  in  the  range  above  .60  are  considered  satisfactory  for 
exploratory  research  (Nunnaily,  1978).  Three  scales  were  problematic  with 
respect  to  reliability,  but  were  maintained  because  they  were  relevant  to  the 
theory.  The  relatively  high  reliability  scores  for  the  other  scales  suggest 
they  are  consistent  measurement  devices  across  respondents  in  the  sample.  The 
inter-item  reliability  scores,  coupled  with  the  high  factor  loadings,  imply 
that  the  questionnaire  has  reasonable  psychometric  properties  that  would  not 
significantly  bias  the  information  provided  by  the  key  informant. 


Insert  Table  6  about  here 


FINDINGS 
Data  Overview 

This  research  seeks  to  determine  whether  implementation  entails  framework 
and  process  dimensions.  One  way  to  assess  the  relative  use  of  each  dimension 
is  to  examine  the  means  of  each  variable  associated  with  the  dimensions. 

Table  7  reports  the  means  and  standard  deviations  for  each  variable. 

Champions,  with  a  mean  score  of  4.2,  has  the  highest  mean  score  of  all 
variables.  Champions,  a  process  variable,  was  reported  by  key  informants  to 
be  a  common  feature  of  implementation  across  both  low  cost  and  differentiation 
strategies.  Other  process  and  framework  variables  that  have  mean  values  above 
3.0  are  formal  and  informal  communications,  nonmonetary  rewards,  and  all  three 
evaluation  system  variables.  Although  the  means  in  Table  7  do  not  directly 
test  the  hypotheses,  the  data  suggest  that  both  framework  and  process 
variables  are  used  to  implement  strategies. 


TABLE  6 


CRONBACH  ALPHAS  FOR  QUESTIONNAIRE  SCALES 


SCALE 

NUMBER  OF  ITEMS 

CRONBACH  ALPHA 

Market  Related  Expenditures 

2 

.56 

Operations  Related  Expenditures 

2 

.41 

Client  Type  Evaluation 

1 

NA 

Plant  Use  Evaluation 

1 

NA 

Post  Sales  Service  Evaluation 

1 

NA 

Training 

3 

.86 

Specialization 

3 

.74 

Formalization 

5 

.87 

Formal  Communication 

2 

.66 

Informal  Communication 

2 

.51 

Champions 

4 

.88 

Monetary  Rewards 

3 

.76 

Nonmonetary  Rewards 

2 

.80 

Performance  Turnover 

3 

.75 

Not  Performance  Turnover 

2 

.70 

Insert  Table  7  about  here 


The  rating  scales  for  low  cost  strategy  and  differentiation  strategy  are 
included  in  a  correlation  matrix  in  Table  8.  The  finding  of  primary  interest 
to  the  subsequent  analysis  is  the  correlation  between  low  cost  and 
differentiation  strategies  which  is  negative  and  statistically  significant  (r 
■  -.34).  The  correlation  suggests  that  intended  low  cost  and  differentiation 
strategies  in  this  research  are  dissimilar  but  not  independent.  Since  many 
intended  strategies  contained  elements  of  both  low  cost  and  differentiation, 
partial  correlations  were  used  to  control  the  other  type  of  strategy  when 
testing  each  hypothesis.  This  provided  a  more  direct  test  of  the  association 
between  intended  low  cost  or  differentiation  strategy  and  the  organizational 
characteristics  associated  with  implementation. 


Insert  Table  8  about  here 


Hypotheses 

Low  cost  strategy.  Partial  correlations  between  low  cost  strategy  and 
framework  and  process  variables  are  displayed  in  Table  9.  Hypothesis  1,  which 
posited  that  low  cost  strategy  would  not  be  implemented  through  structure,  and 
Hypothesis  3,  which  predicted  no  relationship  between  the  generic  strategy  and 
interaction,  are  supported.  No  statistically  significant  partial  correlation 
was  discovered  between  low  cost  strategy  and  structure  or  interaction 


variables 


COMPONENT 


VARIABLE 


MEAN  STD.  DEV 


Structure 


Specialization 

Formalization 


Systems 


Service  Evaluation 
Plant  Use  Evaluation 
Client  Type  Evaluation 
Market  Related  Expenditures 
Operations  Related  Expenditures 
Training 


Interaction 


Champions 

Informal  Communication 
Formal  Communication 


Sanctions 


Nonmonetary  Rewards 
Monetary  Rewards 
Not  Performance  Turnover 
Performance  Turnover 


Insert  Table  9  about  here 


Hypothesis  2,  which  predicted  that  low  cost  strategy  would  be  implemented 
through  an  organization's  systems,  appears  to  have  moderate  support. 
Operations-related  expenditure  is  significantly  related  to  low  cost  strategy, 
as  is  service  evaluation,  although  the  latter  is  inversely  related  to  low 
cost.  Low  cost  strategy's  positive  correlation  with  operations-related 
expenditure  and  negative  correlation  with  service  evaluation  is  consistent 
with  the  explanation  that  firms  gain  a  competitive  advantage  by  investing  in 
efficiency  oriented  production  technology  and  by  reducing  other,  nonessential 
operating  costs  (Hambrick  and  Schecter,  1983).  Firms  implementing  low  cost 
strategies  in  this  sample  are  reallocating  resources  to  operations,  perhaps  by 
reducing  their  marketing  and  service  evaluation  function,  a  potentially 
nonessential  element  in  firms  that  produce  standard  products  for  a  price 
sensitive  market. 

Hypothesis  4  stated  that  low  cost  strategy  would  be  implemented  through 
organization  sanctions.  Hypothesis  4  received  some  support  because  two 
variables,  monetary  rewards  and  nonmonetary  rewards,  were  significantly 
correlated  with  low  cost  strategy.  Monetary  rewards  have  been  associated  with 
various  types  of  corporate  level  strategies  (Kerr,  1985),  but  there  has  been 
Little  previous  research  to  suggest  that  firms  simultaneously  try  to  cut  costs 
and  provide  monetary  benefits.  Similarly,  the  use  of  nonmonetary  rewards  in 
Low  cost  strategy  implementation  is  new  to  the  literature.  Instrumental  and 
affective  rewards  appear  to  play  implementation  roles,  even  in  firms  where  the 
new  strategy  is  to  cut  costs. 

Differentiation  strategy.  Partial  correlations  between  differentiation 
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TABLE  9 


PARTIAL  CORRELATIONS  BETWEEN  LOW  COST  STRATEGY 
AND  IMPLEMENTATION  VARIABLES 
(N  =  52) 


COMPONENT/ VARIABLE 

Structure 

Specialization 

Formulation 

Systems 

Market  Related  Expenditures 

Operations  Related  Expenditures 

Client  Type  Evaluation 

Plant  Use  Evaluation 

Post  Sales  Service  Evaluation 

Training 

Interaction 

Formal  Communication 
Informal  Communication 
Champions 

Sanctions 

Monetary  Rewards 
Nonmonetary  Rewards 
Performance  Turnover 
Not  Performance  Turnover 


*  p  _<  .05 

**  p  <  .01 


PARTIAL  CORRELATION 


.29** 

.24** 

.  18 

.12 


strategy  and  framework  and  process  variables  are  displayed  in  Table  10- 
Hypothesis  5  posited  that  differentiation  strategy  is  implemented  through 
structure,  but  was  not  supported  by  the  data.  Measures  of  specialization  and 
formalization  were  not  correlated  with  differentiation.  If  formal  structure 
has  a  role  in  strategy  implementation,  it  may  be  with  long  term  strategy 
rather  than  with  discrete  competitive  decisions  studied  here. 


Insert  Table  10  about  here 


Hypothesis  6,  which  predicted  that  differentiation  strategy  would  be 
implemented  through  organization  systems,  is  partially  supported.  Three 
systems  variables — training,  market-related  expenditures,  and  client-type 
evaluation — are  significantly  correlated  with  differentiation.  Market-related 
expenditures  and  additional  attention  to  client  services  have  been  associated 
with  differentiation  strategy  in  earlier  research,  and  suggest  that  firms  can 
distinguish  their  products  by  maintaining  close  surveillance  of  their  customer 
groups  and  providing  marketing  support  for  products  (Woo  and  Cooper,  1981). 
Increased  training  has  been  conceptually  associated  with,  but  not  empirically 
related  to,  differentiation  (Wissema,  Brand,  and  Van  der  Pol,  1981).  These 
three  relationships  express  a  focus  on  the  marketplace:  step  up  the  firm's 
marketing  efforts,  upgrade  employee  expertise,  and  evaluate  the  extent  to 
which  this  effort  results  in  gaining  clients'  repeat  business. 

Hypotheses  7  and  8  predicted  that  differentiation  strategy  will  be 
implemented  through  the  process  modality,  and  both  hypotheses  received 
moderate  support.  Two  interaction  variables — champions  and  informal 
communication — and  two  sanction  variables — nonmonetary  rewards  and  performance 
related  turnover — were  significantly  related  to  differentiation  strategy.  The 
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PARTIAL  CORRELATIONS  BETWEEN  DIFFERENTIATION  STRATEGY 
AND  IMPLEMENTATION  VARIABLES 
(N  =  52) 


statistical  significance  of  these  variables  suggests  that  differentiation 
strategy  implementation  entails  "process"  variables  to  change  organizational 
meanings  and  gain  support,  which  is  substantively  different  than  low  cost 
strategy  implementation.  Nonmonetary  rewards  is  the  only  implementation 
variable  associated  with  both  low  cost  and  differentiation  strategy. 

Cluster  analysis.  Hypothesis  9  predicted  that  the  framework,  and  process 
variables  used  for  implementation  would  cluster  into  two  groups  that  would 
distinguish  low  cost  from  differentiation  strategies.  Cluster  analysis  was 
used  for  this  analysis  because  it  groups  cases  together  based  on  similarity  in 
relationships  among  specified  variables.  The  ten  variables  specified  for  the 
analysis  were  those  that  correlated  with  low  cost  or  differentiation 
strategies,  and  include  operations  and  market  related  expenditures,  client 
type  and  post  sales  service  evaluations,  training,  informal  communication, 
champions,  monetary  and  nonmonetary  rewards,  and  performance  related  turnover. 
Forty  strategies  (cases)  were  included  in  the  cluster  analysis  that  had  been 
previously  classified  as  either  low  cost  or  differentiation.  The  17 
strategies  rated  as  bo^h  or  neither  low  cost  and  differentiation  were  not 
used . 

The  first  step  in  the  analysis  was  to  use  the  ten  framework  and  process 
variables  to  organize  the  strategies  into  two  distinct  clusters.  Results  of 
the  cluster  analysis  are  displayed  in  Figure  2.  At  the  left  side  of  the 
figure  the  clustering  procedure  started  with  40  independent  cases  and  looked 
tor  similarities  based  on  the  10  framework  and  process  variables.  The  cases 
were  clustered  into  groups  based  upon  the  arithmetic  average  of  similarities 
among  the  values  for  the  ID  variables  (Sneath  and  Sokal,  1973)  until  two 
clusters  emerge  at  step  36.  The  two  cluster  solution  was  chosen  because  the 
cases  represent  two  strategies.  Twenty-four  cases  were  clustered  in  one  tier 
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and  fourteen  cases  clustered  in  the  other  tier.  Two  cases  were  eliminated 
because  of  missing  data. 
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Insert  Figure  2  about  here 


The  key  question  for  the  cluster  analysis  is  whether  the  strategy 
clusters  are  similar  to  the  low  cost  and  differentiation  classifications  used 
in  the  research.  The  classification  of  the  40  strategies  are  listed  in  the 
far  right  column  of  Figure  2.  The  24  cases  in  cluster  1  consist  of  21 
differentiation  strategies  and  3  low  cost  strategies.  The  14  cases  in  cluster 
2  consist  of  9  low  cost  and  5  differentiation  strategies.  The  makeup  of  the 
2  strategy  clusters  are  significantly  different  (p  £  .001,  10.95,  df  *  1)» 

The  point  of  the  cluster  analysis  is  that  the  24  strategies  in  cluster  1 
(differentiation)  tend  to  be  implemented  in  a  similar  fashion  based  upon 
values  among  the  10  structural  variables.  Likewise,  the  14  strategies  in 
cluster  2  (low  cost)  tend  to  be  associated  with  common  values  for  the 
implementation  variables,  and  are  distinct  from  cluster  1.  Although  cluster 
analysis  has  been  criticized  for  instability  of  results  (Jardine  and  Sibson, 
1971),  the  findings  suggest  that  the  low  cost  and  differentiation  strategies 
are  associated  with  different  values  for  the  framework  and  process  variables 
used  for  implementation.  A  difference  between  this  test  and  the  correlations 
between  strategy  and  structure  in  Tables  9  and  10  is  that  the  cluster  analysis 
included  only  structural  variables.  Working  from  the  values  of  structural 
framework  and  process  variables  used  for  implementation,  the  procedure  was 
able  to  predict  the  type  of  strategy  being  implemented,  thereby  suggesting 
that  the  structural  variables  hang  together  in  distinct  ways  for  the 
implementation  of  each  type  of  strategy. 
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DISCUSSION  AND  CONCLUSIONS 


The  purpose  of  this  research  was  to  study  how  intended  business  level 
strategies  were  implemented  in  integrated  circuits,  petroleum,  and  health  care 
organizations.  Concepts  from  the  strategic  management  literature  were 
integrated  with  concepts  from  structuration  theory  in  the  organization  theory 
literature.  Two  generic  strategies,  low  cost  and  differentiation,  were 
hypothesized  to  be  implemented  through  two  organization  modalities:  framework 
and  process.  The  organization’s  framework  is  represented  by  rules  and 
resources.  The  organization's  process  is  represented  by  interactions, 
meanings,  and  sanctions. 

What  has  been  learned  about  strategy  implementation  from  this  research? 
First,  at  an  operational  level,  low  cost  and  differentiation  strategies  are 
associated  with  selected  characteristics  of  the  structural  modalities.  The 
implementation  of  intended  low  cost  strategy  was  not  associated  with  changes 
in  formal  structure,  nor  with  the  use  of  communications  and  interactions  to 
alter  the  internal  meaning  system.  Low  cost  strategy  was  implemented 
primarily  through  internal  systems.  These  systems  were  used  to  allocate  more 
resources  to  operations  and  fewer  resources  to  the  evaluation  of  customer 
service.  Low  cost  strategies  are  characterized  by  increasing  the  investment 
in  efficiency  deriving  production  activities.  In  addition,  there  was  some  use 
of  sanctions  because  managers  reported  the  use  of  monetary  and  nonmonetary 
rewards  for  low  cost  strategy  implementation. 

Differentiation  strategies  also  were  implemented  through  changes  in 
formal  structure.  Major  changes  in  departmentation  and  jobs  may  be  associated 
with  long  term  strategic  changes  rather  than  with  smaller,  discrete  strategic 
decisions  studied  here.  Differentiation  strategy  was  associated  with  the  use 


of  systems  for  implementation,  but  resources  were  allocated  in  a  different  way 
than  for  low  cost.  Resources  were  allocated  to  market  and  client  evaluation 


activities  and  to  training.  The  firms  seemed  to  implement  product  distinction 
by  investing  in  closer  surveillance  of  customer  groups,  by  providing 
additional  marketing  support  for  products,  and  by  training  employees  in 
required  tasks.  Differentiation  also  made  greater  use  of  organizational 
process  variables  of  champions  and  informal  communications  than  did  low  cost 
strategy.  This  suggests  that  differentiation  requires  a  greater  effort  to 
alter  the  internal  meaning  system  and  to  build  support  for  the  strategic 
change.  Managers  also  reported  the  use  of  nonmonetary  rewards  and  turnover  to 
gain  compliance  with  the  differentiation  strategy. 

In  addition  to  these  specific  relationships,  a  number  of  theoretical 
conclusions  can  be  derived  from  the  research.  First,  the  relationship  of 
strategy  implementation  with  multiple  organizational  elements,  both  framework 
and  process,  is  the  clearest  finding.  Previous  research  has  proposed  that 
strategies  require  implementation  mechanisms  drawn  primarily  from  a 
reorganization  of  framework  variables  (Daft  and  Macintosh,  1984;  Daniels, 
Pitts,  and  .retter,  1985;  Dundas  and  Richardson,  1982;  Grinyer  and 
Yasai-Ardekani ,  1980;  Horovltz  and  Trietart,  1982).  Framework  variables  are 
an  essential  component  of  strategy  implementation,  but  the  empirical  findings 
support  conjectures  in  the  literature  that  int raorganizational  processes  are 
important  implementation  mechanisms  (Bourgeois  and  Brodwin,  1984;  Stonich, 
1982).  The  research  findings  begin  to  bridge  the  gap  empirically  between 
framework  and  process  views  to  capture  the  multidimensionality  of  business 
level  strategy  implementation. 

The  second  theoretical  interpretation  is  that  low  cost  and 
differentiation  strategy  implementation  employed  different  variables,  and  that 
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a  gestalt  of  variables  may  exist  for  each  type  of  strategy.  Several  authors 
have  suggested  that  organizations  can  be  understood  as  a  gestalt  of  structure, 
process,  and  strategy  variables  (Chandler,  1962;  Miller,  1980;  Quinn  and 
Cameron,  1983;  Ranson,  et .  al.,  1980).  For  instance.  Chandler  (1962) 
recognized  that  a  different  pattern  of  resource  allocation  was  needed  to 
implement  specific  strategies.  The  findings  here  suggest  that  distinct 
gestalts  emerge  and  that  these  gestalts  include  both  framework  and  process 
variables.  For  the  low  cost  strategy,  resource  allocation  systems  combined 
with  sanctions  seemed  especially  important.  For  differentiation  strategy 
resource  allocation  variables  were  salient,  and  so  were  the  process  variables 
of  champions  and  communications.  Thus  a  small  gestalt  seems  to  exist  for  the 
implementation  of  each  generic  strategy  much  as  a  large  gestalt  of  framework 
and  process  variables  characterizes  the  organization  itself. 

Implicit  in  this  interpretation  is  that  a  pattern  may  exist  for  when  the 
implementation  gestalt  should  emphasize  framework  or  process  elements.  A 
major  opportunity  for  future  research  would  be  to  assess  a  wider  range  of 
strategies  based  upon  ideational  content  and  the  organizational  gestalts  used 
for  implementation.  Formulated  strategies  tend  to  be  ideational  and 
intangible,  and  the  implementation  elements  may  be  a  function  of  the  intended 
strategy's  attributes  (Berman,  1980).  Strategies  that  are  specific,  that  are 
easily  disaggregated  into  explicit  stages,  or  that  pertain  to  a  concrete 
referent  such  as  a  product  or  technology  may  be  implemented  primarily  through 
the  framework  variables  of  formal  structure  and  systems.  Berman  (1980)  refers 
to  this  as  programmed  implementation  because  much  activity  necessary  for 
successful  implementation  can  be  routinized. 

Strategies  that  are  not  specific,  cannot  be  disaggregated,  and  pertain  to 


a  way  of  thinking  rather  than  to  a  concrete  product  or  technology  may  be 


implemented  through  interaction  processes.  These  strategies  are  non- 
programmed,  and  implementation  is  not  easily  ro  tinized  because  the  strategy 
is  not  explicit  and  responsibility  among  subordinates  for  new  actions  is  not 
clear.  The  new  or  unfamiliar  strategic  idea  may  pertain  to  new  ways  of 
thinking  that  create  uncertainty  for  members.  The  non-programmed 
implementation  may  emphasize  the  process  modality  because  new  meaning  and 
interpretation  of  strategy  is  the  essential  component  of  organization  change. 

Another  Inference  Implicit  in  this  research  pertains  to  the 
interdependence  between  framework  and  process  during  implementation.  The 
8tructurationist  view  of  organizations  suggests  that  the  two  modalities 
interpenetrate  and  influence  one  another  (Giddens,  1976,  1984).  This  research 
did  not  address  the  structuratlonist  perspective  directly,  but  changes  in  both 
framework  and  process  were  observed  for  both  types  of  strategy  implementation. 
Moreover,  the  cluster  analysis  of  ten  framework  and  process  variables  was  able 
to  distinguish  low  cost  from  differentiation  strategies.  Future  research 
could  explore  the  Interplay  between  organizational  framework  and  process 
variables.  From  the  structuratlonist  perspective,  unraveling  the  dynamics 
among  these  linkages  would  provide  valuable  new  Insight.  Another  question  is 
whether  a  large  change  in  strategy  (Miller  and  Friesen,  1980)  might  be 
characterized  first  by  a  sudden,  major  alteration  in  formal  framework, 
followed  by  a  long  period  of  adjustment  in  interpretive  processes.  A  smaller. 
Incremental  change  in  strategy  (Quinn,  1977),  especially  one  that  is  abstract 
and  does  not  have  a  tangible  referent,  may  first  entail  a  shift  in  meaning  and 
process,  followed  by  adjustments  in  systems,  and  culminating  in  formal 
structure  changes  to  reflect  the  new  understanding.  This  unfolding  is  similar 
to  the  strategy  process  described  by  Mintzberg  and  others  (Mintzberg  and 
McHugh,  1985;  Mintzberg  and  Waters,  1982). 
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The  validity  of  the  theoretical  explanations  and  inferences  discussed 
here  can  be  explored  for  other  types  of  strategy  and  in  other  organization 
settings.  This  study  is  the  start  of  a  research  program  designed  to  identify 
the  deeper  structure  of  change  associated  with  strategy  implementation,  to 
develop  an  explanation  of  strategy  implementation  that  is  based  in  theory,  and 
to  obtain  empirical  data  relevant  to  both  framework  and  process  dimensions  of 
organization.  The  complexity  of  strategy  implementation  is  just  beginning  to 
be  realized  and  explored.  New  research  can  help  determine  how  and  under  what 
conditions  strategy  implementation  embraces  the  interplay  of  people  and  formal 
structure.  Such  exploration  can  further  our  appreciation  of  the  complexity 
and  symmetry  of  organizational  elements,  and  can  ultimately  help  us  understand 
what  organizations  are  by  answering  questions  about  how  they  change. 


REFERENCES 


Allaire,  Y.,  and  and  M.  Firsirotu 

1985  "How  to  implement  radical  strategies  in  large  organizations."  Sloan 
Management  Review,  26  (2):  19-34. 

Allen,  S. 

1979  "Understanding  reorganizations  of  divisionalized  companies."  Academy  of 
Management  Journal,  22:  641-671. 

Anderson,  C. ,  and  C.  Zeithaml 

1984  "Stage  of  the  product  life  cycle,  business  strategy,  and  business 
performance."  Academy  of  Management  Journal,  27:  5-24. 

Andrews,  K. 

1971  The  Concept  of  Corporate  Strategy.  Homewood,  IL:  Irwin. 

Andrews,  K.,  E.  Learned,  C.  Christensen,  and  W.  Guth 

1965  Business  Policy;  Texts  and  Cases.  Homewood,  IL:  Irwin. 

Argyris,  C.,  and  D.  Schoen 

1978  Organizational  Learning.  Reading,  MA:  Addison-Wesley . 

Bartunek,  J. 

1984  "Changing  interpretive  schemes  and  organizational  restructuring:  The 
example  of  a  religious  order.”  Administrative  Science  Quarterly,  29: 
355-372. 

Benson,  K. 

1977  "Organizations:  A  dialectical  view.”  Administrative  Science  Quarterly, 

22:  1-21. 

Berman,  P. 

1980  "Thinking  about  programmed  and  adaptive  implementation:  Matching 
strategies  to  situations."  In  H.  M.  Ingram  and  D.  E.  Mann  (eds.),  Why 
Policies  Succeed  or  Fail:  205-227.  Beverly  Hill,  CA:  Sage. 


Beyer,  J.,  and  H.  Trice 

1979  "A  reexamination  of  the  relations  between  size  and  various  components  of 
organizational  complexity."  Administrative  Science  Quarterly,  24:  48-64 
Blau,  P.,  and  R.  Schoenherr 

1971  The  Structure  of  Organizations.  New  York:  Basic  Books. 

Bourgeois,  L.,  and  D.  Brodwin 

1984  "Strategic  implementation:  Five  approaches  to  an  elusive  phenomenon." 

Strategic  Management  Journal,  5:  241-264. 

Bower,  J. 

1970  The  Resource  Allocation  Process.  Boston:  Harvard  University  Press. 
Brown,  R. 

1978  "Bureaucracy  as  proxis:  Toward  a  political  phenomenology  of  formal 
organizations."  Administrative  Science  Quarterly,  23:  365-382. 

Burge lman,  R. 

1983  "A  process  model  of  internal  corporate  venturing  in  the  diversified 
major  firm."  Administrative  Science  Quarterly,  28:  223-244. 

Burns,  T.,  and  G.  Stalker 

1961  The  Management  of  Innovation.  London:  Tavistock. 

Chandler,  A. 

1962  Strategy  and  Structure.  Garden  City,  NY:  Doubleday. 

Charles,  J. 

1972  "Organization  structure,  environment  and  performance:  The  role  of 
strategic  choice."  Sociology,  6:  1-22. 

1984  Organization:  A  Guide  to  Problems  and  Practice.  Second  Edition. 

London:  Harper  &  Row. 


Cohen,  M. ,  J.  March,  and  J.  Olsen 

1972  "A  garbage  can  model  of  organizational  choice."  Administrative  Science 


Crozier,  M. 


1964  The  Bureaucratic  Phenomenon.  Chicago:  Chicago  University  Press. 

Daft,  R.,  and  S.  Becker 

1978  The  Innovative  Organization.  New  York:  Elsevier. 

Daft,  R.,  and  P.  Bradshaw 

1980  "The  process  of  organizational  subdivision:  Two  models.’ 

Administrative  Science  Quarterly,  25:  441-456. 

Daft,  R.,  and  R.  Lengel 

1984  "Information  richness:  A  new  approach  to  manager  behavior  and 

organization  design."  In  B.  Staw  &  L.  L.  Cummings  (eds.).  Research  in 
Organization  Behavior  (Vol.  6):  191-234.  Greenwich,  CT:  JAI  Press. 

Daft,  R.,  and  R.  Lengel 

1986  "Organizational  information  requirements,  media  richness  and  structural 
design."  Management  Science,  32:  554-571. 

Daft,  R.,  and  N.  Macintosh 

1984  "The  nature  and  use  of  formal  control  systems  for  management  control  and 
strategy  implementation."  Journal  of  Management,  10:  43-66. 

Daft,  R.,  and  K.  Weick 

1984  "Toward  a  model  of  organizations  as  information  processing  systems." 

Academy  of  Management  Behavior,  9:  284-295. 

Daniels ,  J.,  R.  Pitts,  and  M.  Tretter 

1484  "Strategy  and  structure  of  U.S.  multinationals:  An  exploratory  study. 

Academy  of  Management  Journal,  27:  292-307. 

Dess,  G.  and  P.  Davis 

1984  "Porter's  (1980)  generic  strategies  as  determinants  of  strategic  group 
membership  and  organizational  performance.”  Academy  of  Management 
Journal,  3:  467-488. 


N  •_  .V, 


Devanna,  M. ,  C.  Forabrun,  and  N.  Tichy 

1981  "Human  resources  management."  Organizational  Dynamics,  Winter:  51-67. 
Dundas,  K.,  and  P.  Richardson 

1982  "Implementing  the  unrelated  product  strategy."  Strategic  Management 
Journal ,  3:  287-301* 

Fiol,  C.,  and  M.  Lyles 

1985  "Organizational  learning."  Academy  of  Management  Review,  10:  803-813. 
Galbraith,  J.,  and  D.  Nathanson 

1978  Strategy  Implementation:  The  Role  of  Structure  and  Process.  St.  Paul: 
West . 

Garfinkel,  H. 

1967  Studies  in  Ethnomethodology .  Englewood  Cliffs,  NJ :  Prentice-Hall. 
Giddens,  A. 

1976  New  Rules  of  Sociological  Method.  London:  Hutchinson. 

1984  Central  Problems  in  Social  Theory.  Berkeley,  CA:  University  of 
California  Press. 

Glaser,  B.,  and  A.  Strauss 

1967  Discovery  of  Grounded  Theory:  Strategies  for  Qualitative  Research. 

Chicago:  Aldine. 

Gouldner,  A. 

1955  "Metaphysical  pathos  and  the  theory  of  bureaucracy."  American  Political 
Finance  Review,  49:  493-507. 

Grinyer,  P.,  and  M.  Yasai-Ardekani 

1981  "Strategy,  structure,  size  and  bureaucracy.”  Academy  of  Management 
Journal,  24:  471-486. 


Gupta,  A.,  and  V.  Govindarajan 

1984  "Business  unit  strategy,  managerial  characteristics,  and  business  unit 


effectiveness  at  strategy  implementation."  Academy  of  Management 
Journal,  27:  25-41. 

Hall,  D.,  and  M.  Salas 

1980  "Strategy  follows  structure."  Strategic  Management  Journal,  1:  149-163. 

Hall,  R. 

1963  "The  concept  of  bureaucracy:  An  empirical  assessment."  American 
Journal  of  Sociology,  69:  32-40. 

Hall,  W. 

1980  "Survival  strategies  in  a  hostile  environment.”  Harvard  Business 
Review,  58  (5):  75-85. 

Hambrick,  D. 

1983  "Some  tests  of  the  effectiveness  and  functional  attributes  of  Miles  and 
Snow's  strategic  types.”  Academy  of  Management  Journal,  26:  5-26. 

Hambrick,  D.,  and  S.  Schecter  » 

1983  "Turnaround  strategies  for  mature  industrial-product  business  units." 
Academy  of  Management  Journal,  21:  592-610. 

Harris,  L.,  and  V.  Cronen 

1979  "A  rules-based  model  for  the  analysis  and  evaluation  of  organizational 
communication."  Communication  Quarterly,  Winter:  12-28. 

Hatten,  K.,  D.  Schendel,  and  A.  Cooper 

1978  "A  strategic  model  of  the  U.S.  brewing  industry."  Academy  of  Management 
Journal ,  21:  592-610. 

Herzberg,  F. 

1966  Work  and  the  Nature  of  Man.  Cleveland:  World. 

Higgins,  J. 

1983  Organizational  Policy  and  Strategic  Management.  New  York:  Dryden. 


Homans ,  G 


& 


r>  | 
Q 


1961  Social  Behavior:  Its  Elementary  Forms.  New  York:  Harcourt,  Brace  and 


World . 

Horovitz,  J.  and  R.  Thietart 

1982  "Strategy,  management  design  and  firm  performance."  Strategic 
Management  Journal,  3:  67-76. 

Hrebiniak,  L.,  and  W.  Joyce 

1984  Implementing  Strategy.  New  York:  MacMillan. 

Huber,  G.,  and  D.  Power 

1985  "Retrospective  reports  of  strategic-level  managers:  Guidelines  for 
increasing  their  accuracy."  Strategic  Management  Journal,  6:  171-180. 

Jardine,  N.,  and  R.  Sibson 

1971  Mathematical  Taxonomy.  New  York:  John  Wiley. 

Jewkes,  J.,  D.  Sawers,  and  R.  Stillerman 

1958  The  Sources  of  Invention.  London:  MacMillan. 

Kerr,  J. 

1985  "Diversification  strategies  and  managerial  rewards:  An  empirical 
study."  Academy  of  Management  Journal.  28:  155-179. 

Khandwalla,  P. 

1973  "Effect  of  competition  on  the  structure  of  top  management  control." 
Academy  of  Management  Journal,  16:  285-295. 

Kirabgem,  0.,  and  D.  Murphy 

1983  "Strategy  and  human  resources:  Concepts  and  practice."  Human  Resource 
Management ,  22:  111-135. 

Lawler,  E. 

1977  "Reward  systems."  In  J.  Hackman  and  J.  Suttle  (eds.).  Improving  Life  at 
Work:  163-225.  Santa  Monica,  CA:  Goodyear. 


......  .. 


Lawrence,  P.,  and  J.  Lorsch 

1967  Organization  and  Environment.  Boston:  Harvard  Press. 

Lorange,  P.,  and  R.  Vancil 

1977  Strategic  Planning  Systems.  Englewood  Cliffs,  NJ:  Prentice-Hall. 
Mackenzie,  K. 

1986  Organizational  Design;  The  Organizational  Audit  and  Analysis 
Technology.  Norwood,  NJ:  Ablex. 

Maidique,  M. 

1980  "Entrepreneurs,  champions,  and  technological  innovation."  Sloan 
Management  Review,  21  (4):  59-76. 

Mansfield,  E.,  and  S.  Wagner 

1975  "Organizational  and  strategic  factors  associated  with  probabilities  of 
success  in  industrial  R&D.”  The  Journal  of  Business,  48:  179-198. 

March,  J. 

1981  "Footnotes  to  organizational  change."  Administrative  Science  Quarterly, 
26:  563-577. 

March,  J.,  and  J.  Olsen 

1976  Ambiguity  and  Choice  in  Organizations.  Bergen,  Norway: 
Universitetsforlaget . 

Mayo ,  E . 

1933  The  Human  Problems  of  an  Industrial  Civilization.  Cambridge,  MA: 

Harvard  University  Press. 

Meyer,  A. 

1982a  "Adapting  to  environmental  jolts."  Administrative  Science  Quarterly, 

27:  515-537. 


Meyer,  A. 

1982b  "How  ideologies  supplant  formal  structures  and  shape  responses  to 
environments."  Journal  of  Management  Studies,  19:  45-61. 


Miles,  R.,  and  C.  Snow 

1978  Organizational  Strategy,  Structure,  and  Process.  New  York:  McGraw-Hill. 

Miller,  D.,  M.  DeBries,  and  J.  Toulouse 

1982  "Top  executive  locus  of  control  and  its  relationship  to  strategy-making, 
structures,  and  environment."  Academy  of  Management  Journal,  25: 
237-253. 

Miller,  D.,  and  P.  Friesen 

1980  "Archtypes  of  organizational  transition."  Administrative  Science 
Quarterly,  25:  268-299. 

1984  Organizations:  A  Quantum  View.  Englewood  Cliffs,  NJ:  Prentice-Hall. 

Mlntzberg,  H. 

1978  "Ppcterns  in  strategy  formation."  Management  Science,  24:  934-948. 

Mintzberg,  H.,  and  J.  Waters 

1982  "Tracking  strategy  in  an  entrepreneurial  firm.”  Academy  of  Management 
Journal,  25:  465-499. 

Mintzberg,  H.,  and  A.  McHugh 

1985  "Strategy  formation  in  an  adhocracy."  Administrative  Science  Quarterly, 
30:  160-197. 

Mintzberg,  H.,  and  J.  Waters 

1985  "Of  strategies,  deliberate  and  emergent."  Strategic  Management  Journal, 
6:  257-272. 

Mitchell,  T. 

1985  "An  evaluation  of  the  validity  of  correlational  research  conducted  in 
organizations.”  Academy  of  Management  Review,  10:  192-205. 

Nunnally,  J. 


1978  Introduction  to  Psychological  Measurement.  New  York:  McGraw-Hill 


Pettigrew,  A. 

1979  “On  studying  organizational  cultures."  Administrative  Science 
Quarterly,  24:  570-581. 

Pfeffer,  J. 

1981  "Management  as  symbolic  action:  The  creation  and  maintenance  of 

organizational  paradigms."  In  L.  Cummings  and  B.  Staw  (eds.),  Research 
in  Organizational  Behavior:  1-52.  Greenwich,  CN:  JAI  Press. 

Pfeffer,  J.,  and  H.  Leblebici 

1973  "The  effect  of  competition  on  some  dimensions  of  organizational 
structure."  Social  Forces,  52:  268-279. 

Pinder,  C. 

1984  Work  Motivation:  Theory,  Issues,  and  Applications.  Glenview,  IL: 
Scott,  Foresman. 

Pitts,  R. 

1977  "Strategies  and  structures  for  diversification."  Academy  of  Management 
Journal,  20:  197-208. 

Porter,  M. 

1980  Competitive  Strategy.  New  York:  Free  Press. 

Pugh,  D.,  D.  Hickson,  C.  Hinings,  and  C.  Turner 

1969  "The  context  of  organization  structures."  Administrative  Science 
Quarterly.  14:  91-114. 

Quinn,  J. 

1977  "Strategic  goals:  Process  and  politics."  Sloan  Management  Review,  19: 
21-37. 

Quinn,  R.,  and  K.  Cameron 

1983  "Organizational  life  cycles  and  shifting  criteria  of  effectiveness: 


Some  preliminary  evidence 


Management  Science,  29:  33-51 


Ranson,  S.,  B.  Hinings,  and  R.  Greenwood 

1980  "The  structuring  of  organizational  structures."  Administrative  Science 
Quarterly,  25:  1-17. 

Riley,  P. 

1983  "A  structurationist  account  of  political  culture."  Administrative 
Science  Quarterly,  28:  414-437. 

Roethlisberger,  F.,  and  W.  Dickson 

1939  Management  and  the  Worker.  Cambridge,  MA:  Harvard  University  Press. 
Rumelt,  R. 

1974  Strategy,  Structure,  and  Economic  Performance.  Boston:  Harvard  Business 
School. 

Schutz,  A. 

1972  The  Phenomenology  of  the  Social  World.  London:  Heinemann. 

Seidler,  J. 

1974  "On  using  informants:  A  technique  for  collecting  quantitative  data  and 
controlling  measurement  error  in  organizational  analysis."  American 
Sociological  Review,  39:  816-831. 

Selznick,  P. 

1949  T.V.A.  and  the  Grass  Roots.  Berkeley:  University  of  California  Press. 
Silverman,  D. 

1971  The  Theory  of  Organizations.  New  York:  Basic  Books. 

Sneath,  P.,  and  R.  Sokal 

1973  Numerical  Taxonomy.  San  Francisco:  W.  H.  Freeman. 

Snow,  C.,  and  L.  Hrebiniak 


1980  "Strategic,  distinctive  competence,  and  organizational  performance." 
Administrative  Science  Quarterly,  25:  317-335. 


Steiner,  G 


1979  Strategic  Planning.  New  York:  Free  Press. 

Stonich,  P.  (ed.) 

1982  Implementing  Strategy:  Making  Strategy  Happen.  Cambridge,  MA: 

Ballinger . 

Strauss,  A. 

1978  Negotiations .  San  Francisco:  Jossey-Bass. 

Stryker,  S.,  and  A.  Statham 

1985  "Symbolic  interaction  and  role  theory.”  In  Gardner  Lindsay  and  Elliot 
Aronson  (eds.)t  Handbook  of  Social  Psychology,  Third  Edition:  311-378. 
New  York:  Knopf. 

Weber,  M. 

19^9  The  Theory  of  Social  and  Economic  Organizations.  Talcott  Parsons, 
(ed.).  New  York:  Free  Press. 

Weick,  K. 

1979  The  Social  Psychology  of  Organizing.  Reading,  MA:  Addison-Wesley . 
Willmott,  H. 

1981  "The  structuring  of  organizational  structure:  A  note.”  Administrative 
Science  Quarterly,  26:  470-474. 

Wissema,  J.,  A.  Brand,  and  H.  Van  der  Pol 

1981  "The  Incorporation  of  management  development  in  strategic  management." 

Strategic  Management  Journal,  2:  361-377. 

Woo,  C.,  and  A.  Cooper 

1981  "Strategies  of  effective  low  share  businesses."  Strategic  Management 
Journal ,  2:  301-318. 


I  1ST  1 

■'.AN!'.', TORY 

lief,  m  e  Technical  1  n  foj  mat  ! ,  n  Center  (1.?  copies) 

AII'N:  DTIC  DDA-2 

Select  idi>  and  Prclininniy  Cat  aleging  Section 
f'  i:  .  run  St.it  ion 
AV-.eiidria,  VA  22314 

I.ibrary  of  Congress 

Science  and  Technology  Division 

V'ashington,  D.C.  20540 

office  of  Naval  Research  (3  copies) 

Code  44  20F. 

.SCO  N.  Quincy  Street 
Arlington,  VA  32217 

"aval  Research  1. aborat  ory  (6  copies) 

«  .  ■•!,»  2b 27 

"  .  ; ay.ron ,  D.C.  20375 

•II  ice  of  Naval  Research 
r '  Ti  Tor ,  rchnology  Programs 
Code  >00 

■'■'Mi  N,  Quinsy  Street 
' : ’ i ng ton ,  VA  2  22  1  7 


!\s\  chologist 

effice  of  Naval  Research 
1  iol.ment ,  Pasadena 
1030  Past  Orcen  Street 
a  lie  n  a  .  C  A  0  l  ]  0A 


1.1  ST  2 
Ol’NAV 


Deputy  Chief  ol  Naval  Operat  i ons 

(Manpower,  Pe rsonnc  1 ,  and  Training) 

Hoad,  Research,  Development,  and 
Studies  Branch  (0P-01B7) 

1812  Arlington  Annex 
Washington,  DC  20350 

Di rector 

Civilian  Personnel  Division  (OP-14) 
Department  of  the  Navy 
1803  Arlington  Annex 
Washington,  DC  20350 

Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Operations 

(Manpower,  Personnel,  and  Training) 
Director,  Human  Resource  Management  Division 
(OP-15) 

Department  of  the  Navy 
Washington,  DC  20350 

Chief  of  Naval  Operations 
Head,  Manpower,  Personnel,  Training 
and  Reserves  Team  (Op-964D) 

Tlie  Pentagon,  4A478 
Washington,  DC  20350 

Chief  of  Naval  Operations 
Assistant ,  Personnel  Logistics 
Planning  (Op-98 7H) 

The  Pentagon,  507 72 
Washington,  DC  20350 


■V-Tv^.^\Tv:-.T-VrCT 


LIST  3 

NAVMAT  ;i  Nl’RDC 


"AT 


Program  Administrator  tor  .np.-ver , 

•Vi  sennel .  and  Training 
MAT- C 7 22 

MJO  N.  Quincy  Street 
Arlington,  VA  22217 

Naval  Material  Command 
Management  Training  Center 
NAVMAT  09M32 

.Tofferron  Plaza,  Bldg  "2,  Rm  150 
1421  -lefferson  Davis  Highway 
Arlington,  VA  20360 

Naval  Material  Command 

Director,  Productivity  Management  Office 
MAT-OOK. 

Crystal  Plaza  if  5 
Room  632 

Washington,  DC  20360 


Naval  Material  Command 

Deputy  Chief  of  Naval  Material,  MAT-03 

Crystal  Plaza  If 5 

Room  236 

Washington,  DC  20360 


MANPOWER  REPORTS  ONLY 


Naval  Personnel  R&D  Center 
Technical  Director 
Director,  Manpower  &  Personnel 
Laboratory,  Code  06 
Director,  System  Laboratory,  Code  07 
Director,  Future  Technology,  Code  04 
San  Diego,  CA  92152-6800 

Navy  Personnel  R&D  Center 
Washington  Support  Office 
Ballston  Tower  // 3,  Room  171 
Arlington,  VA  22203-1923 
E 


(4  copies) 


LIST  5 

NAVA!.  ACADEMY  AND  NAVAL  POSTGRADUATE  SCHOOL 


Nav.il  Postgraduate  School  (3  copies) 

ATTN:  Chairman,  Dept,  of 
Administrative  Science 
Department  of  Administrative  Sciences 
Monterey,  CA  93940 

U.S.  Naval  Academy 
ATTN:  Chairman,  Department 
of  Leadership  and  Law 
Stop  7-B 

Annapolis,  MD  21402 

Superintendent 

ATTN:  Director  of  Research 

Naval  Academy,  U.S. 


LIST  6 
HRM 


Commanding  Officer 

Organizational  Effectiveness  Center 
Naval  Training  Center 
San  Diego,  CA  92133-9000 

Commanding  Officer 

Organizational  Effectiveness  Center 
Naval  Submarine  Base  New  London 
P.0.  Box  81 
Groton,  CT  06349 

Commanding  Officer 

Organizational  Effectiveness  Center 
Naval  Air  Station 
Mavport,  EL  32228 

Commanding  Officer 

Organizational  Effectiveness  Center 
Pearl  Harbor,  HI  96860 

Commending  Officer 

Organizational  Effectiveness  Center 
Naval  Base  (Bldg.  NH-46) 

Charleston,  SC  294(j8 

Commanding  Officer 

leadership  &  Organizational  Effectiveness 
School 

Naval  Air  Station  Memphis 
Millington,  IN  38054-5099 

Commanding  Officer 

Ot rani zat ional  Effectiveness  Center 
1 3o0  Wilson  Boulevard,  rm  114A8 
Arlington,  VA  22209 


Command!  ng  Officer 

Org  ;tiizut  icn.il  Effectiveness  Center 
tS 2  1—23  Tidewater  Drive 
Norfolk,  VA  23509 


Commander 

Organizational  Effectiveness  Center 
3621  Tidewater  Drive 
Norfolk,  VA  23509 

Commanding  Officer 

Organizational  Effectiveness  Center 
Naval  Air  Station  Vlhidbey  Island 
Oak  Harbor,  WA  9827S-9000 


Commanding  Officer 

Organizational  Effectiveness  Center 
Box  23 

FPO  New  York  09510 
Commanding  Officer 

Organizational  Effectiveness  Center 
Box  60 

FPO  San  Francisco  96651 


Commanding  Officer 

Organizational  Effectiveness  System,  Pacific 
Pearl  Harbor,  HI  96860 

Commanding  Officer 

Organizational  Effectiveness  System,  Atlantic 
5621  Tidewater  Drive 
Norfolk,  VA  23509 

Commanding  Officer 

U.S.  Navy  Organizational  Effectiveness  System,  Europe 
FPO  New  York  09510 

Commanding  Officer 

U.S.  Navy  Organizational  Effectiveness  Center 
Box  4 

FPO  Seattle  98762-2920 


LIST  7 

NAVY  MISCELLANEOUS 


Naval  Military  Personnel  Command  (2  copies) 
HRM  Department  (NMPC-6) 

V'nshi ngton ,  DC  20350 

Dr.  Ann  O'Keefe 

Naval  Military  Personnel  Command 
(MNPC-6Q) 

Washington,  DC  20350 
Commander 

Naval  Training  Equipment  Center 
(Code  1  -  Resource  Center) 

Orlando,  FL  32813 

Commanding  Officer 
ATTN:  TIC,  Bldg.  ?0t>8 
Naval  Training  Equipment  Center 
Orlando,  FL  32813 

Chief  of  Naval  Education  &  Training  (N-22) 
Naval  Air  Station 
Pensacola,  FL  32508 

Chief  of  Naval  Technical  Training 
ATTN:  Code  D17 

NAS  Memphis  (75) 

Millington,  TN  38D54 

Navy  Recruiting  Command 

Director,  Reciuiting  Advertising  Dept. 

Cede  43 

Mil  North  Randolph  Street 
Arlington,  VA  72703 

N'.ival  Weapons  Center 
(’.  2e  094 

China  Lake,  CA  93555 


h  * .  V  CM..  *W_*1^* .  **  wS  ■**  .^Lk  X  wV  .  *.k 


1 1  ST 
l' SMC 


I’i'.  i'tjuar tors,  U.S.  Marino  •  orps 
Code  MP1-20 

ington ,  DC  .’0380 

1>  adquarters,  U.S.  Marine  Corps 
ATTN:  Scientific  Adviser, 

Code  RD-1 

Washington,  DC  20380 
D  i  rector 

Education  Center  (E  032B) 

MCDEC 

Quantico,  VA  22134-5050 

Commanding  Officer 
Education  Center  (E031) 

MCDEC 

Quantico,  VA  22134 

Marine  Corps  Command  and 
Staff  College 
Education  Center 
Quantico,  VA  22134 


LIST  9 

OTHER  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 


Defense  Advanced  Research 
Projects  Agency 
Director,  Cybernetics 
Technology  Office 
1400  Wilson  Blvd,  Rm  625 
Arlington,  VA  22209 

Professor  Douglas  E.  Hunter 
Defense  Intelligence  School 
Washington,  DC  20374-6111 

Dr.  Brian  Usilaner 
GAO 

Washington,  DC  20548 

School  Management  Unit 
National  Institute  of  Education 
1200  19th  Street,  N.W. 

Kail  Stop  17 
Washington,  DC  20208 

National  Institute  of  Mental  Health 
Division  of  Extramural  Research  Programs 
5600  Fishers  Lane 
Rockville,  MD  20852 

Information  Analyst 

Center  for  Studies  of  Minority  Group 
Mental  Health 

l’arklavn  Building,  Rm  11-94 
5600  Fishers  Lane 
Rockville,  MD  20857 

Chief,  Personnel  Policy  Analysis  Branch 
L'.S.  Coast  Guard  (C-P-l/2) 

Washington,  D.C.  20593 

Social  and  Developmental  Psychology 
Program 

National  Science  Foundation 
Washington,  D.C.  20550 


Dr.  Earl  Potter 

Department  of  Fconomics  &  Management 
U.S.  Coast  Guard  Academy 
New  London,  CT  06320 

Division  of  Industrial  Science 
&  Technological  Innovation 
Productivity  Improvement  Research 
National  Science  Foundation 
Washington,  D.C.  20550 

Douglas  B.  Blackburn,  Director 
National  Defense  University 
Mobilization  Concepts  Development 
Center 

Washington,  D.C.  20319 

Chairman,  Dept,  of  Medical  Psychology 
School  of  Medicine 
Uniformed  Services  University  of 
the  Health  Sciences 
4301  Jones  Bridge  Road 
Bethesda,  MD  20814 


V^V'fT.-WVW'.l 

[ _ i 

r\'r\<r\ 

* 

.  v< 

«\  -V*’, 

/  v  *,« 

Pm  K 


JvJ 

xy.v 


■<« 


A'.V 

-'/S- 


"JV'JW 


I 

r 

j* 


w*. 


K- 


iTV.V.V.  v.v.v 


l.I  ST  10 
ARMY 


Headquarters,  FORSCOM 
ATTN:  AFPR-HR  Ltc.  Sol  lards 
Ft.  McPherson,  GA  '30330 

Army  Research  Institute 
Held  Unit  -  Ft.  I.eavenworth 
P.0.  Box  290 
1  eavenworth,  TX  06048 

Technical  Director 
Army  Research  Institute 
iOOl  Eisenhower  Avenue 
Alexandria,  VA  22333 

Head,  Department  of  Behavior 

Science  and  Leadership 

U.S.  Military  Academy,  New  York  10996 

LTC.  Frederick  J.  Manning 
Deputy  Director 
Division  of  Neuropsychiatry 
Walter  Reed  Army  Institute 
Washington,  DC  20307-3100 

Army  Military  Personnel  Command 
Attn:  DAPC-OE 
.00  Stovall  Street 
Alexandria,  VA  2237? 

Army  Research  Institute 

Attn:  PLRI-SF  (Mr.  Dennis  I  eedom) 

5001  Eisenhower  Avenue 
Alexandria,  VA  22333 


r  *y«v  *v  1 


(3  copies) 


vv, 

w i 

■»*  v  .\ 

Aj-V 

c.v£»r2 

_ j 

.v.V 


■** 

%  v  m  Ji 


>>y- 

\\i«l 

vVTs 

4 

yV' 

vV 

v/v- 

V>- 

o&N 


E 


f.e...:::andant 
ISA  OECS 

Attn:  ATXV-RMA-S 
Ford  Ord,  CA  93941-7300 


>.v, 

r.  ■(.* 

v.'Jvy 

PI 

.■y.% 

■‘.V.N 


A  l*  '  . 


V*. 

J* 

Li  * 


o'v’ .-A  v..V<  -’. 


A-’.A  W. 


S::S: 

.  s  V 


LIST  11 
AIR  FORCE 


Air  I’nivorsity  Library 
1 SE  76-443 

Maxwell  AFB,  AL  36112 

Head,  Department  of  Behavioral 

Science  and  Leadership 

U.S.  Air  Force  Academy,  CO  80840 

Major  Robert  Gregory 

USAFA/DFBL 

I'.S.A.F.  Academy 

Colorado  Springs,  CO  80840-5941 

A.  R.  Fregley 

AFOSR/NL 

Building  410 

Bolling  Air  Force  Base 

Washington,  DC  20332-6448 


Technical  Director 
AFHRL/M0(T) 

Brooks  AFB 

San  Antonio,  TX  78235 

AFMFC/MPCYPR 
Randolph  AFB,  TX  78150 


-V  .v  .>  ,n  »'■  y*'.'- • 


LIST  12 
MISCELLANEOUS 


Australian  Embassy 
Office  of  the  Air  Attache  (S3B) 
1601  Massachusetts  Avenue,  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.  20036 

British  Embassy 

Scientific  Information  Office 

Room  615 

3100  Massachusetts  Avenue  NW 
Washington,  DC  20008 

Canadian  Defense  Liaison  Staff, 
Washington 
ATTN:  CDRD 

3450  Massachusetts  Avenue,  N.W. 
Washington,  DC  20008 

Commandant,  Royal  Military 
College  of  Canada 
ATTN:  Department  of  Military 
Leadership  and  Management 
Kingston,  Ontario  K7L  2VJ3 

National  Defense  Headquarters 

ATTN:  DESRSC 

Ottawa,  Ontario  KIA  0K2 


if. 


Sequent  1. nl  by  Prlm-lp.il  1  nvest  ig.itnr 
LIST  13 

CURRENT  CONTRACTORS 


Dr.  Clayton  P.  Alderfer 
Yale  University 

School  of  Organization  and  Management 
New  Haven,  Connecticut  06520 

Dr.  Janet  L.  Barnes-Farrell 
Department  of  Psychology 
University  of  Hawaii 
2430  Campus  Road 
Honolulu,  HI  96822 

Dr.  Jomills  Braddock 
John  Hopkins  University 
Center  for  the  Social  Organization 
of  Schools 

3505  N.  Charles  Street 
Baltimore,  MD  21218 

Dr.  Sara  Yogev 
Northwestern  University 
Graduate  School  of  Management 
2001  Sheridan  Road 
Evanston,  IL  60201 

Dr.  Terry  Connolly 
University  of  Arizona 
Department  of  Psychology,  Rm.  312 
Tucson,  AZ  85721 

Dr.  Richard  Daft 
Texas  A&M  University 
Department  of  Management 
College  Station,  TX  77843 

Dr.  Randy  Dunham 
University  of  Wisconsin 
Graduate  School  of  Business 
Madison,  W1  53706 


m 


«\  v-.  < 


*  •  « V 


W- 

>>> 
vv  • 
v\A 
'vVs 
Vv\ 
■>iV' 


.  %  h  *  *  * 

.‘-\N  .V' 


v-.-c-j 

XV ‘  -  _  J 


/  •*- 


list  13  (continued) 


Dr.  J.  Richard  Hackman 
School  of  Organization 
and  Management 
Box  1A,  Yale  University 
New  Haven,  CT  06520 

Dr.  Wayne  Holder 
American  Humane  Association 
P.0.  Box  1266 
Denver,  CO  80201 

Dr.  Daniel  Ilgen 
Department  of  Psychology 
Michigan  State  University 
East  Lansing,  MI  48824 

Dr.  David  Johnson 
Professor,  Educational  Psychology 
178  Pillsbury  Drive,  S.E. 
University  of  Minnesota 
Minneapolis,  MN  55455 

Dr.  Dan  Landis 

The  University  of  Mississippi 
College  of  Liberal  Arts 
University,  MS  38677 

Dr.  Frank  J.  Landy 
The  Pennsylvania  State  University 
Department  of  Psychology 
417  Bruce  V.  Moore  Building 
University  Park,  PA  16802 

Dr.  Bibb  Latane 

The  University  of  North  Carolina 
at  Chapel  Hill 
Manning  Hall  026A 
Chapel  Hill,  NC  27514 

Dr.  Cynthia  D.  Fisher 

College  of  Business  Administration 

Texas  ASM  University 

College  Station,  TX  77843 


Dr.  Thorras  M.  Ostrom 
The  Ohio  State  University 
Department  of  Psychology 
116E  Stadium 
404C  West  17th  Avenue 
Columbus,  OH  43210 

Dr.  William  G.  Ouchi 
University  of  California, 

Los  Angeles 

Graduate  School  of  Management 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90024 

Dr.  Robert  Rice 

State  University  of  New  York  at  Buffalo 
Department  of  Psychology 
Buffalo,  NY  14226 

Dr.  Benjamin  Schneider 
Department  of  Psychology 
University  of  Maryland 
College  Park,  MD  20742 

Dr.  H.  Wallace  Sinaiko 
Program  Director,  Manpower  Research 
and  Advisory  Services 
Smithsonian  Institution 
801  N.  Pitt  Street,  Suite  120 
Alexandria,  VA  22314 

Dr.  Eliot  Smith 
Psychology  Department 
Purdue  University 
West  Lafayette,  IN  47907 

Dr.  Barbara  Saboda 
Public  Applied  Systems  Division 
Westinghouse  Electric  Corporation 
P.0.  Box  866 
Columbia,  MD  21044 

Dr.  Harry  C.  Triandis 
Department  of  Psychology 
University  of  Illinois 
Champaign,  IL  61820 


Dr.  Anne  S.  Tsui 

Duke  University 

The  Fuqua  School  of  Business 

Durham,  NC  27706 

Dr.  Andrew  H.  Van  de  Ven 
University  of  Minnesota 
Office  of  Research  Administration 
1919  University  Avenue 
St.  Paul,  MN  55104 

Dr.  Sabra  Woolley 
SRA  Corporation 
901  South  Highland  Street 
Arlington,  VA  22204 

Dr.  Eduardo  Salas 
Human  Factors  Division  (Code  712) 
Navy  Training  Systems  Center 
Orlando,  FL  32813-7100 


>.V*  V* 


